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Executive Summary

San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department (IRilyes an electronic monitoring program

( her eaf twiahrGPStiadkiMyabilityas an alternative to detentiobhe goal oEM isto

provide a less restrictive intervention for yothlan detention where possiligile maintaining

public safety. Howeversubstantiatoncerns thasuch programs replicate or only minimally

reduce the harms of detention and/or inadequately prevent and deter criminal easivagubt

upon the programé6s aMworedve, theyworklaad ohaetettroncP D6 s g o a l
monitoringprogrammay al so i nhi bit probati oloevaduatpart ment
the effectiveness oEM as a detentioralternative, t hi s report measures E|
youth wellbeing, public safety, and JPDbperationsand compares these outcomes not only

to detention, but also JPDO&s o:tYéuegrComnwmty det en't
De v e | &yering 8eporting Center progrglBRC)andMi s si on Nei ghbor hood
Home Detention prograiNC HD). This evaluation particularly examines program use and

outcomes from July 2018December 2021.

While this report finds that EM is better than detention across all areas of youth wellbeing

evaluated, this progratrarms participantsLike the other detention alternatives, this program

retcursy out h to their communities and can support
Additionally, the programemovegusticeinvolved youthfrom the places, people, and situations
thatmayencougage criminal activityand be dangerous to the youM is less restrictive and

harmful to youth thamost juvenile electronic monitoring progragisewhere in California.

However, the pr og reputatioh aslah isnovatbtr of progreegiwenile® D 6 s
justice.Theexperience oEM participation like detentiontakes amental toll on participants

and stigma from t he famhdiesre@tonsipgandabcess tb setvibes. y out h
The conditions of the program are not age appropriate for younger juvenileardndaden

parti ci p a Rarisigantd aeemn BMifae lsnger than is necessary, and program failure,

at 45%, and the reincarceration rate, at 30% for failures, aneMageover, there are large

racialand ethnidisparities in the demographics of whds ordered tcelectronic monitang,

the age at which ydh are firstordered to EMthe length of time a youth is monitored, and
averagerogramsuccess rateBased orthese shortcoming&M is not good alternative to

detention for youthandJ P Dadhsr detention alternatives better serve ydigkisrall needs.

Findings on EMO6s abil ity Acoossuhp adousdnegssad | i ¢ s af
recidivism and time framestudied in this evalation, EM recidivism rates were not shown to be
statistically different from those of release without EMditionally, EM participants had .64

more overall referrals and .42 more referrals leading ttiggesi on averageone yeaafter their

arrestthan detained youtfeM offers the greatest surveillang®tential overyouthreleased from

detentior) howeverthe wayEM is currently implemented ia threat t@ublic safety Gaps inthe
monitoringof andresponséo violations greatly weaken the protectimiithe publicandcreate

tensions between program stakehold€rstims donot considerEM, nor any of the other

alternatives to detention, to be a strong safeguard against additiamabtactivity.



Regarding JPD operations, closely monitgiEM dataand checlag in with youth on every
flaggedviolationis time demanding for probation officetdowever, thgrogram can help them
learnabouttheyouthon their caseloadlrhe other detention alternatives provide mordepth
reportsontheyoutwhi | e al so taking up | edmsEMof the prob

Thee x t e nt harrhs toydifidentified in thisevaluationunderscore than EN not an
adequate alternative to detentjgurarticularly for a city that prides itself on its progressiveness
However, as it istill an improvement over detentiamse ofthis program may be necessary until
a better alternative can be estal@ighUntilthat time this evaluation recommends JRiakethe
following modifications tdEM to minimize harnto youth

1. In order to decrease the stigarad difficulty of the program, JPD shousdibstitute the
device used for one that is more inconspicuous and has a londpattery life.

2. JPDshould not useEM for any youth under the age ofl4 andcreate other clear
eligibility criteria for program participation given the harm and strict requirements of
the programThis will safeguard against unnecessary use or use on pantisiwho
would not able to meet the requiremeMsuth that are younger thdm or that do not
have the capacityp meet the program requirements should be placed on a less restrictive
detentionalternativeinstead

3. To ensure their wellbeing and successful bditation, any youth placed onEM should
be provided a case manager from a communitpased organizationthatwill support
the youth in meeting probation conditions and connect them to any needed services.

4. The program should never excee@0 daysin length, and the standangaximum
program length should be 8@ys

JPD would also improve the implementatiorEdl by doing the following:

5. JPD shoulddesignat a monitoring role that can more closely monitor the devices and
facilitate more expedient responses to violations.

6. JPDshouldenhance data collection by improvinglata accuracyas well asby
starting to track reasons for failure, easing the ability and accuracy of futpregram
evaluations.

7. JPD slould standardize consequences foprogram violations to provide moreaapid
and fair responseendincreasegublic safety ad youthsdaccountability in the program.

8. Any time spent on electronic monitoring should be usextedits toward time served
for adjudicated yoiln given the restrictive nature of the program.

As first steps towardsioving away from electronic monitoringPD shouldstrengtherits other
detention alternativeptions:

9. JPD shoulcreate other detention alternatives for youth from Alameda Countyand
Contra Costa Countydue to their large numbers adidproportionat@ssignment to
detention and electronic maoring.

10.JPD shoulcadd weekend activities to the Evening Reportin@€enter and consider
creating another centerlocation to minimizethe need foEM andor dual enroliment.



JPDO6s Electronic Monitoring

History and Use

JPDOGs el ectr oni dasexsted sinae 2008nd thepurreng privaate vendor of
theprogram is SCRAM of
California? Between July 2018
December 2021, 288 youth were
placed orEM. Over 100youth
were placed o&EM more than
once, including 13 that were on it
more than three times. On averag
a youth placed orEM had1.55
episodes of monitoringin 2020,
JPDdocumenteanoreenrollments
in EM thanin any other program
or service for justice involved
youth* which may be in part due
to the limitations that the
pandemic causewh other o -
communitybased programs.

EM Enrollments By Year

150

100
1

Number of Enroliments
50
1

July - Dec 2018 2019 2020 2021

Program Design

When a youth is ordered EM, the youth wearan ankle monitor with GPS tracking capability

at all times. The youtts givena schedule with requirements for where they should bpeaific
times, including a nightly curfew and often school, program, and work activities. Many are also
givenstayaway orders, which ban the youth from entering specific geographic areas, such as
victims gesidenceor known gang territories.

The SCRAM GPS Ankle Monitor Braceleéhe device currently used by the prograeguires
two hours of chargingernight. Thed e vi ¢ e r e | dogation &t least oyice pet rhinute
by satellite? and probation officersanlive monitor their clients on a mapgviewrecent

violations, and s e easechrewepasedintertace battery | evel

OtherEM conditions include not tampering with or removing the device, not submerging the
device in water, promptly answeriogn etédephone and dooa, | | o wi fogatioo and éaks
with probation officerdo berecorded, maintaining personal hygiene around the eeard
disclosingo n ehéaidth status and pexisting conditiong.

2 Mila Baranov (JPD Supervising Probation Officer) in discussion with the author, February 11, 2022.

3 Dataset compiled by the author.

“Cl ose Juvenile Hall Working Group, fFinal Report, o October
5 San Francisco Juvenile Probation Departm8atyeillance Technology Report: SCRAM GPS Ankle Monitor Bracelet.

6 Martha Martinez (JPD Supervising Probation Officer) in discussiontivttauthor, March 4, 2022.

7 SCRAM of California SCRAM of California GPS Program Participant Agreement
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Notifications of any violations, including breaking the set schedule, entering stayaway areas,

tampering with or removing the device, or not charging the device, are emadbdtextal to

the youthoés probat i on ofCaliforniapovides WD ddaity mastea | | vy ,

report of all violationdor all participants. Probation officers have discretion over immediate

responses to violations, atlte juvenile courjudge may respond to violatioasthey o ut h 6 s

next court date.

Program length and success is determined at the discretion of the judge,XAbudihe youth
and their families, victims, and attorneys may share gespectives witlhe judge. The one

exception is that tampering or removing the device automatically ends the program in failure.

BetweenJuly 20181 DecembeR021, the mean length of the program was 54 days, and the
median was 37.

Intended Purpose  fesmsooosoooooooooooooooooooooo !
SF Juvenile Probation Department $dion

seeks to use the least restyieti filt is the mission of the San Francisco Juver
intervention possible for justigavolved i Probation Department to serve the needs of youth
youth, pronpting their use of deintion ! families who are brought to our attention with care a’
alternatives as a graduated step betweencompassuon to identify and respond to the |nd|V|dI
release and detentiodowever, JPD is i risks and needs presented by eachith, to engagé
also responsible for upholding the safety fiscally sound and culturally competent strategies t
of victims and the larger San Francisco | promote the best interests of the youth; to prov
public. ' victims with opportunities for restoration; to identif;

: and utilize the least restrictive interventions ai
As a detention alternativ8PD intends to : placements that do na@ompromise public safety; t{
improve the wellbeing of justiemvolved i hold youth accountable for their actions whi
youth whilealsoprotecting the public ! providing them with opportunities and assisting thi
The progranreleases youth badk their . to develop new skills and competencies; and contrit:

As part of its departmental mission, JPD

homesallows themto be around friends i to the overall quality of life for the citizens of S:;
! Francisco withinthe sound framework of public safe

j as outlined in the Welfare & Institutions Codle.

and family, and retusithemto school,
work, andanyother community
engagementddeanwhile, CONSICNG | e ———————————
andtracking he yout hos whereabouts

through theimonitoringdevicess intended tanaintain public safety. The monitors not only
make it more likely for someone to get caughihey commit another crime, but alserve as a
deterrent for criméy limiting situatiors where criminal behavior may occur and increatiieg
effort required to commit a crime.

With the same intended purposéBDalsouses two otheralternativesin combination with or
instead oEM, for homesupervision aslescribed under WIC 628.theYoung Community

Developer§Evening Reporting Cent@&rogramandMi s si on Nei g h BHomeh o od

Cen



DetentionProgran® By having this assortment of options, JPD hopes to have a range of
graduated sanctions to ensure that youth receive the lgzistiresintervention given their risk
level.

The Path to The Program

The County of San Francisosakes great effort tdivert youth fromJPDinvolvement and
detention in the first placét intake, based on their alleged crime, an arrested youttbenay
diverted through the Community Assessment and Resource Center (CARC) or informal
probation rather than processed through the courts. If the case is referredigtribe D

At t or n ey 0A3 whzh it nequieed for Bome offenses and circumstarice)A may
also divert the youth into the MakeRight programwhich isa restorative community
conferencing progranthe Uhaccompanied Children Assistance Programnformal probation
instead of filing a petition with the couttf.the youth does notanplete a diversion program or
informal probation and the case is filed, the youth will be adjudicated by the juvenile court.

For youth 14 or older, state law mandates detention at tr DETENTION DECISIONS
point of arrest for some circumstances and crimes, such AUG 2020 -JULY 2021
707(b) offenseswhich include serious crimes like
homicide, attempteddmicide, robbery, rap@and assault
with great bodily injuryamong otherg Other youth may
be detained based on thei
Risk Instrument (DRI) or at the discretion of the
supervising probation officelhe reasonsitedfor
supervisor discretiobetween July 2018 and December
2021include offense characteristics and criminal history,
inability to contact a parent or guardian for release, pareigpr) or discretion = Automatic ® Mandated
request, youth or victim safety, courtesy hold for anotherrigure 1: The numbers for this graph are fr(

county,probation violationsor a combination theredf. Celina Cuevas and Maria McKee's "Data
Deep Dive:JPD Detention Risk Instrument

. . . . . (DRI) Analysis$ slidedeck, page 7.
If a youth is detained, they will have a detention hearing, «.

which point the judge has discretion in all cases to release thewibltiut conditionsrelease
the youth with conditions, or continue tetdin the youth. Release with conditions may involve
an alternative to detention, suchid. Judge Daniel Flores, who formerly served as San
Franci scoob6s | wexphiredthatthedecsiontto rglease ig eot based upon the
severity of the aliged crime, but risk that release poses to the safety of the public and the
youth1?

n JPDG

8 Emily Fox (JPD Community Partnership & Strategy Coordinator) in discussion with the author, February 23, 2022.

9 San Francisco Juvenile Probation Departm@ata Deep Dive: JPD Detention Risk Instrument (DRI) Analy@@ina Cuevas
and Maria McKee, 8.

10 Dataset compiled by the author.

11 Hon. Daniel Flores (Judge) in discussion with the author, February 18, 2022.



Youth may also beommitted to Juvenile Haflostadjudication if the charges are found to be
true, and alternatives to detention may also be used as part a condition of probation, at the
judgebs discretion.

Finally, alternatives to detention are sometimes used as graduated sanctions as gl for y
who are not currently detained, but have not been meeting their probation conditions and would
otherwise be detained as a consequéhce.

While JPD does not directly make the decision to put a youEM(in San Francisco, EM is

only courtordered)the department does make recommendatiotise courtJPDoften
recommendthe progranfor outof-county youthsince JPD does not have the same ability to
supervise youtthat live farther awayAdditionally, JPD may recommend EM for cases
involving youth knownto beor suspected of being in gangs, domestic violence cases, or other
cases where youth or victim safety is concdyaad particularly wheensuring that the youth
stay out of certain geographic areasriportant.JPD does not recommeidM for youth placed

in group homesincetheyalready haveonstansupervisionnor some youttwho have already
previouslyfailed theEM program multiple time$3

12 Mila Baranovin discussion with the author.
13 |bid.



Study Motivation

This study is crucial due to the increase in JPDofigeM since the COVIB19 pandemic, the
potential harms of electronic monitoring, and the dearth of research in this field.

Potential Failings of Electronic Monitoring Programs

Nationwide concerns aboatectronic monitoringirge strong caution iasing such programs.

Youth Wellbeing

Due to theheavyrestrictions of electronic monitoring ] ,
programs, eme youth advocatdsameelectronic monitoring ; Youth Wellbeing Concerr!
not as an alternative to detention, but as an alternative form of Perpetuates Detentior
detention'* To youth, the restrictiveness and mental toll of the Burdens Familie“!
program mg besimilar to that of detentioMoreover, ; o
electronic monitoringnaylead to netwidening meaning lead Perpetugtes_ Racya_ﬂ &
to morerestrictive interventiondf the program is used on Ethnic Disparities
youththat would have been released in the absence ofan ;|  Damages Relationship:

electronic monitoring progradt.Additionally, electronic Restricts Service Accei
monitoring mayperpetuateletention if violations of the Harmful to Youth Safet)f

program requirementse s u | t i meintafeaatignd uit h 6 §ot Age Appropriate
Overly-long electronic monoring assignmentsould also ! i
reduce these programsdo effecti-veness--as longe

lengths aressociated with higher violation rates and probabilitfailure’

Electronic monitoringorogramscanalsocreate family burdeni§ the conditions of the program
impact tlose living with the program participattif use of the program is not accompanied by
wider systematic change, these programs canpaiqeetuate raciand ethnidisparities in
juvenile and criminajustice systemm'® Program stigma and geofencing requirements can also

“Belur et al, AA Systemat
Sanders, and Myaisha Haye
Center for Medh Justice September 201
Haywood Burns InstitufeNovember 2020.

BEmily Mooney and Nina Bal a, fi ¥ ® IRtBtneet Metitutedane 20@05;i n t he Ti me of
BrianPayne and Randy Gainey, AA Qualitative Assemnemaional of the P
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminold@yno. 2 (June 1998).

Ashl ey Pearson, fAAn Eval uattioorni nogf PWilnonti pPergodjse cBl efcotrr oYnoi uct hMoAnu
diss., (The University of Manitoba, June 2010 oney and Bal a, fAYouth Pr9abdati on in the
"Cross et al , ifReducing the Use of Pretri al El ectronic Monit
Monitoring Pilot Project for Youth Auto Theft Offenders, o 44
18 Amy Cross, Alex Roth, Melvin Washington Il, Nancy Fishman, and AndrewoTay/ ifReducing the Use of P
Mo n i t oMera mgitut® of JusticeMay 2020;Kilgore et al, No More Shackles: Why We Must End the Use of Electronic
Monitors for ;MHelenWekldeyBorno whha, r ofilFea,l s e F r e e dtoalrExpefiercps oo Electrogic Cl i ent o
Mo n i t The Bail Rvoject Summer 2021.

19 Michelle AlexanderThe New Jim Crow: Mass Incarceration in the Age of Colorblindriéss New Press, New York, 2010

Ava Kof man, ADigital Jail: How El ectroni c Mo n;WMekdeyBrawg, Dr i ves
AfFal se Freedom: Exploring Cliento6é Pretrial Experiences on EI

7

ic Review of the BlanfesKilgorevEenmaits s of t
s, fiNo More Shackl!l es: Why We Must E
8 ; Anna Wong, AEnding the Use of Vi



damage relationshig$ restrict access to needed servi€emndundermineyouths heal t h and
safety?? Given thementaldevelopmenbf juveniles burdensom@rogramrequirementsnay set
the youth up for failuré®

Utilizing a program withthesec har act er i st i ¢cs wo u bndistajupasagai nst
progressive leader in juvenile justaes such a program would go aga:
the wellbeing ofysticeinvolved youth and racial equity

Public Safety

Electronicmonitoringmayalsobea threat to public safety as the program quickly returns
----------------------------------- + potential offenders to their communities before any substantial
rehabilitation has taken pladelany also believe electronic
monitoringlacks the punitiveness to deter criared is easy to

escape&* Within San Francisg, as recently as October 2021,

Mayor London Breed noted concern
probation electronic monitoring
prevent crime? In particular,somefear that releasing a youth

on electronic monitoring psvictims at riskandbr detes

victims from engaging in the court procesées.

Public Safety Concerns
No Rehabilitation

Not a Deterrent

Threat to Victims

JPD Operations

There is also somguestion about whether electronic monitoring :
programs support effective probation operations. Electronic ; Operational Concerns
monitoring programs may be technically difficult for staffto Technically Difficuls
understand and use, and the program jtpelfticularly if the ' Creates Additional Work
technology does not woskell, mayrequiremore work fromstaff ; i
than is worthwhile”’ ST

2OWebleyBr own, AFal se Freedcdm: aEx [EIxpreirn @ nCleise mtné ERFrect ronic Monit
2lPayneandGai ney , AA Qualitative Assessment of the Pains Experien
2James Kilgore, Emmett Sanders, and Myaisha Hayes. iNo Mor e
Mo n i t oQenten fgr.Média JusticéDctober 2019.

BA Mel endr ez, AThrough Their Eyes: St wenileé lacarcemtion fRbomBdne ct i on , R
Francisco Cis and Trans Young Women, Tran¥odYongn@omMendanHr 8e g
Center(February 2021),45 Wong, #@AEnding the Use of Virtual Shackles: A To

24 Gabriela Bayol (Victim Advocate) in discission with the author, April 18, 262#ael Di Tella and Ernesto Schargrodsky,
ACriminal Recidivism aft erJoumalbfPditical Bcomdmy2l, moclt(Felwruarny 2013fiam i t or i n
K.PayneMatt hew DeMi chele, and Nonso Okafo, AAttitudes about E

e
Di f f e rJeutnal®fCrindinal Justic&7 (2009): 160.
25 San Francisco Office of the Mayd@iMayor London Breed and Supervisor Rafael Mana@eirnitiate Steps to Reform
Electronic Monitoring Progra, News release, October 2021.
%Edna Er ez, Peter R. Il barra, William D. Bales, and Oren M. G
Evaluation St uMichelet6i $hee 20&8putiyi Chief, San Francisco Sheriff
Programs, San Francisco Sheriffdéds Qffice) in discussion with

2’Mal col m M. Feel ey, AEntrepreneur s o fAreRemakirg thendodern Crirkfriav - Pr i v at
Justice SystemAn Account of Convict Transport at Cronmal dustice, lBM& ct roni c M
Societyl7, 14; Brian Payne (Electronic Monitoring Researcher) in discussion with the author, Ma20R31,

8



Finding research on electronic monitorihgt is relevant to San Franciscan be difficult as

programs vary significantly across locegin terms of participation eligibility, rules and

conditions, violation consequences, and other aspects of progsagm Furthermore, @dence

onel ectronic monitoringdés i mpactWhierlectramici di vi s m
monitoring is inended tcsupport rehabilitatiomnd therefore decrease recidivistydiesoften

find no significant difference, @lightincreasesin the recidivism rates between those on

electronic monitoring and those detairféd

Importantly, few rigorousstudies have been done on juveniles specifiédBart of thisnay be
due tothe lower numbers of justidavolved youth as compané¢o adults as well athe difficulty
in gathering data on ydut Researchermayhave difficulty accessing individual deaad case
notes for justicenvolvedyouthdue to additional concerns about privacy and confidentjality
probation departments often lack the capacity to condeath research themselvs.
However, such a trend still surprising given that elgcinic monitoring programs have been
around for decadeendarewidely used in juvenilgustice systemaround the country

2%Bel ur et al, AA Systematic Review of t he RdphKikland Gableangé ss of t
Robert Gabl e, AEIl ectroni c Mo n iFéderal Prabgtion JBuongh®, no. v(2005); Maree r vent i on
Renzemaand EvanMaywi | son, #fiCan El ectronic Monit oRiinnlg ®feflaumakaf rICs ? ane f ¢
ExperimentalCriminology 1, (2005): 21:237.

X%Catherine Crump, fATracking thecTMaokéeosi ngn UEDXimiewht i anPofc
Reviewb3, no. 795 (December 2019): 799.

30 Catherine Crump (Director, Samuelson Law, Technology and Public Policy Clinic) in discussion with the autha®, April

2022.
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Evaluation Framework

Thecriteriafor evaluating the effectivenessBM with regards to youth wellbeingublic
safety and JPDbperationsvas developed based tre potential harmsfoelectronic monitoring
programsoutlined in the previous section.

Youth Wellbeing

To measure how the program affects you#ilbeing, ths evaluatiorassesseBEM on Liberty ,

Family Burden, Relationships Accessibility, Access to ServicesSafety, andRacial and

Ethnic Disparites. These categories were adapted from Gr
Imprisonment Framework arvderefleshed out to includadditionalconcerns notethe

literature review and interviews.

T The i mpact t hese prLbgty amdude thepsywhelogicattollaf y out ho
the program, the number of days spent in detention, the length of the program, and
pr ogr a-widesingpotential

1 FamilyBurdenr el ates to the i mpact o,fesourbesandpr ogr ar
daily life.

1 TheRelationshipsc at egory refers to the youthoés abil
relationships with friends, family, and the wider community while in the program.

T The pr dccessihiityis based on the rigidity and achievability of the conditions
of the program given the youthoés needs and

1 AccesstoServicedenotes the youthdés ability to acc:

services that meet their indiwidl needs due to the program.

Safetyencompasses the physical health and safety of the youth.

Racial and Ethnic Disparitiesinclude differences in inclusion, treatment, or experiences

in EM among racial and ethnic groups.

= =

Public Safety

This reportassesses the progré&mmpact on public safety by evaluatiRgcidivism,
Enforcement Mechanisms andVictim Perception. While public safetydeterminations are
oftenlimited torecidivism ratdindings, this study also includedtherimportantpublic safety
concergraised in the literature review and interviews

3lKevin Haggerty and Sandra Bucer i ungarcérdalidndulyR020Sykesdeveleped ng Pai n
the theory of the Five Paints of Imprisonment, which include Deprivations of Liberty, Autonomy, Heterosexual Relationships,

Goods and &vices, and Safety, in the 1960s to illuminate damaflcted by imprisonment. While some of the categories are

outdated andnay not be comprehensiviie frameworks still often adapted and used in criminological reseasch basis for

understandingnd comparing the pain inflected by detention.
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1 Recidivismreflecsthe continuancef delinquencyduring or followingJPD

intervention®?
1 Enforcement Mechanismevaluates hoieM monitors participants argtotects against

continued wrongdoing.
9 Victim Perceptioni ncl udes victimsdé reactions., bot h

JPD Operations

Evaluating EMO0s effect on JPD operations as a
the program fits into JPDOG6s mission.

9 Measuring thé’rogram Workload illustrateshow conducting the prograimpactsthe
department 6s abi llimssiont o carry out iits over

32 Maria McKee, note to the author, May 2, 2022.
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I n the effort to contextwualize findings on JP
compares EM findings to that of detentaamdJ PD&6s ot her t wo whed enti on
possible Note that the findings on teealternatives are more cursory as these progveene

not the focus of the evaluation.

Juvenile Hall

Youth detained in San Francisco are detained at Juvenile/alke at Juvenile Hall, youth
receive educational, medi¢cahd mental health servicesaddition to counseling and
socialization skill trainindrom staff3 The city planned to close the fiity in December 2021,
but this has been postponed indefinitely until alternatives are findfized.

Other Detention Alternative Programs

The Evening Reporting Center

ERCis a subprogram ofoung Community Developef¥ CD)6 s -ERtey Integrative Services

for Employment (RISEprogram®® YCD is a communitybased organization that provides

training and support opportunities in the Bayvidunters Point neighborhodéFor this

program.youth are picked up after school on weekdaydtaken to the center for programming

from 4:008:00 P.M. Center activitigaclude homework helgife skill building projects and
conversationsand fieldtrips.The youth are then dropped off at home, where the youth are meant

to remain until school the nedtly. There are no weekend activities. Staff provide probation

of ficers weekly repédrts on the youthds progre

YCD began this program approximately fifteen years ago at the request of JPD, and the program
was modeled after a similar program in Chicago that noted that most juvenile crime occurred in
the time period immediately following the end of the school Bafween 2018021,42 youth

were enrolled ifERC, and22 out of 45program episodes overlappetith an EMepisode®® On

average, there are only2lyouth enrolled in the program at a given time, though up to 10 may

be enrolled at onc¥.

The Home Detention Program

The Home Detention Program is run by Mission Neighborhood Centers, a comivasety
organization that &érs educational programming and social services teinoame seniors,

¥AJuvenile Hall .o San Francisco Juvenile Probation Departmen
3#Jill Tucker, iDespite Claims to Cl ose T3amRancikeoLhronic/ls. F. 6s Juv
December 25, 2021.

35Valentina Sedeno, email to the author, May 6, 2022.

%f About YCD, o0 Young Community Developers, Inc., 2021.

37Valentina Sedeno (REntry Services Program Manager, Young Community Developers) in discussion with the author, April

5, 2022.

38 Dataset compiletly the author.

39 Valentina Sedeno in discussion with the author.
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youth, and families in San FrancistdJnderHome Detentiontheyouthand their parent or
guardiarreceive nightly curfew calls from a case manager to ensure that the youth arashome
wellastocheckohhe yout hds wel lhdpetrashtgwhatthd namedfthev i t i e s
program suggests, the youth largely have autonomy over what they do during the day, but after

the curfew call, the youth is expected to stay home for theirésé night. Based on the referral

or courtorder, case managers may also connect youth and their families to other service

providers and resources. Case managers often help with coordinating school supports services,
and case managers provide probatibnfoi cer s week | y acevgiesands on t he
progres$! HD runs for a minimum of 90 days, but may be exterfded.

Between July 2018 and December 20236 ylouth were enrolled iMNC HD between 2018
2021, andt0 of 141 episodes overlapped with @ectronic monitoring episodé

JPD provided two quantitative datasets for this evaluation covering July 2018 to December 2021.
The first, provided by SCRAM of Californi a, [
participants, as well as the startlaand dates of their last episode on the program, the length of

that episode, and whether the episode was successfully completed or not. The second included
JPDO6s own dat(avemlearrests bookingsf petition filihggcases taken to couyt)

and petition outcomegourt rulings)as well as program referrals, ceortdered conditios) and

risk assessment data. This data showed 2,620 referrals for 1,344 people between July 1, 2018 and
December 31, 2020. Fourteen of thoskerrals were for alleged offenders later found to be over

18 years of age, leaving 2,602 referrals for analysis. The combined SCRAM and JPD data

provided information on the 477 referrals to EM that happened during this time fferiod.

JPD also providedontact anatase notes fdEM participantswhich was used to verify program
dates and interview notesdbetter understand the causes and consequences of violations

The data provided by JPD was granted by court order. As permitted by the Courtathe da
included personally identifiable information, including for sealed records. All data was stored
and handled securely through the California Policy Lab at the University of California, Berkeley.
No identified data is included in this report, and effbase been made to mask particularly

small sample sizes in order to prevent any possikgergification.

Finally, interviews of key stakeholders, includigBDprobation officersaformerjuvenile court
judgefor San Francisgaa victim advocate, detention alternative progsamvice provides, a
former EM participantprobation staff in other departments and other local couatiglspther
JPD staff, were conductewer the course of the evaluatithTogether, this group of

A Qur Organization, 0 Mi2®Xi on Neighborhood Centers,

41 Emily Fox, Gustavo Santana (Site Coordinator, Mission Neighborhood Centers), and Michelle Santiago (Home Detention
Program Cas®lanager, Mission Neighborhood Centers) in discussion with the author.

42 Gustavo Santana and Michelle Santiago in discussion with the author.

43 Dataset compiled by the author.

44 For greater detail on the data, see Appendix V: Data Quality.

45The full list  interviewees can be found in Appendixi .
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interviewees was able to provide extensive background information about electronic monitoring
programs, the juvenile justice processes, and the local juvenile justice landscape as well as youth,
victim, and staff perspectives BM. Additionally, two researchers who have extensively studied
electronic monitoring were consulted for their advice on conducting such an evaluation as well

as their knowledge of this field.

Recidivism Rates

While the total data from JuB018 to December 2021 included 2,606 refet@l3D the

datasetused for comparing recidivism rates between detenteease with EMor release

without EM, was limited to first referral This was doné orderto limit confounders of prior

justice nvolvementand prior treatment and experience with the Juvenile Probation Department
that could not be included in the model, but would affect both likelihood of EM patrticipation and
recidivism.However f a youth had multiple referrals on their datdiast referral, these

observations were combined based on the understanding that the decision to detain the youth,
release the youth on EM, or release the youth without EM would be made with all referrals from
that day in mind.

For the purposes of this stydyyouth was considered releasethout EMif they were
detained for less than eight days after the referral and not placed ok ¥Mth was considered
detained if they were detained fight or more dayand not placed on EM\ youth was
consideredeleased witEM if they were detained for less than eight days anddhegred to
EM without being duaénrolled in another detention alternatovedetainedlIf a youth was dual
enrolled in aotherdetention alternative (9), was detained for more than seven days being
placed on EM (28), or was released for several months before

being placed on EM (<5), the observation was dropped in First Referral | Number
order to not confuse the influence of various treatments. | 2€tention Decision | of Youth
, : : Released witfEM 29
Based on this sorting, there_ were 29 ob;ervatlons for youth Detained 114
placed on ®, 114 observatl_on_s for detained youth, and 86235 caseavithout EM 862
for youth released after their first referral to JPD. Overall 1007

Several counts of recidivism were then generated for each youth. The number of additional

referrals a youth received was calculated for the first sixtinscenahe firstyear after their first

referral. Some youth, whether releasathout EM, releasedvith EM, or detained, later received

referrals for home detention violations, placement failures, or jurisdictional transfers. As these do

not involve newcriminal activity in San Francisco, a separate recidivism count was created
excludingreferrals that did not involve new criminaffensesover the same two time periods.

Additionally, the number of referrals that a youth received that were eventuallasilpetitions

byt he District Attorneyb6s Office over those sa
number of referrals that led to petition filings mayhiigher than the actual number of petitions
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that were filed for the youth as some refermaybe merged into one petitida the court
Finally, the occurrence, not counts, of any additional referrals, referrals involving new offenses,
and referrals leading to petitions filed, was also noted.

The time period of six months was chosen asditator of how being on the treatment or time
period immediately following treatment affects recidivism. Theyeer time period was the
longest time period of follow up possible based on the datause there was not complete
recidivism information foyouth who turned eighteen before the end of the time prasdany
new offenses would go to the adult cod@rts for time periods ending after December 31, 2021
The totalnumber of observations, by program, for each time period are as follows:

Tablel: Nearest Neighbor Matching Saote Sizes

RecidivismData | Overall | Six Months Later] One Year Later
EM 29 16 11
Detained 114 55 41
Released 862 338 261
Overall 1007 409 313

Nearest neighbor matching was then used to measure how recidivism faietbased witiEM
compare to those that were detained or releas@tiout EM. TheEM group was separately
matched to detained and released youth based on their treatment ofrbeliegl (nEM. The
model included confounding variables that might affect likelihood of treatment, including risk
level according to the YLS assessnitrthemost seriousffense on their referréd) according

tot h e sStunamarg Gosle for offensehiey o u t h @rsl ethnixity gendet’, and age at
arrest The output for variations of the model using different iterations of thededditional
covariates is included in Appendix Il for transparency in how the results may vary babed on
covariates included.

Nearest Neighbor Matching Model
Recidivism =b1+ 2(BEM Participation) + bs(Risk Level*®) * 4Highest Offense)* +
bs(Gender) + bs(Race and Ethnicity)* + bz(Age at Arrest)* + |

Indicate dummy variabledndicate continuous variable8indicate categorical variables.

Likelihood of Detention Decision Assignment

A probit regression was used to check for any disparitigkalihood of onedetentiondecision
over anotherThe comparison groups for this modadre the same as used in the nearest
neighbor model measuring differences in recidivism rdbese detained, released with EM, or
released without EM after their fireeferral to JPDBecause matching was not usew! samples

46 A YLS Assessment, or Youth Level of Servikesessment assesses a youthés needs or strencg

prediction of the youthés |ikelihood of reoffending.
47 Gender was tracked as a binary in the data.
“The youthos risk level is based on their categori used ri sk b

as the assessment changed over the time period covered by this evaluatf@chtégories of risk stayed the same. This
variable was still used as a continuous variable in this model to recognize the increasing risk expected by each higher level
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were not limited byime considerationsnore covariates could be ugedcontrol for
confoundersincluding San Francisco residency status and whether the referral occurred before
or afterthe COVID-19 pandemic began (March 11, 2020)

Probit Regression Model
Probability( Decision) = b1 + 2(Risk Level)* + b3(Highest Offense)* +bs(Gender) +
bs(Race and Ethnicity)* + be(Age at Arrest)* + b7(SF Residency + bs(PostCOVID) + |

Indicate dummy variables *Indicate continuous variabflesdicate categorical variables.

Factors Predicting EM Program Outcomne

An OLS regressiomas run on all EM episode observations to identify what factors, among
demographics, episode number, and program length, best predicted the likelihood of successful
program completionWhile this model isnoreobservational in naturtaan the previous ose
detecting factors that are correlated with sucoffess insight intgpossible hurdles girogram
success.

OLS Regression Model
Program Success b1 + 2(ender) + bs(Ageat Program Start)* + ba(Race and
Ethnicity)® + s(Bpisode Numbe)* + s(Brogram Length)* + |

Indicate dummy variables *Indicate continuous variabftesdicate categorical variables.

Descriptive Statistics

Additionally, descriptive statistics were generated fthmentire compiled datasets on referrals
and progranparticipation While these do not provide evidence of any differences between
programs, they dprovide importantiescriptiveinformation abouprogram use, trends, and
outcomes.

Qualitative Findings

Interviews were codedsing content analysia accordance with theriteriaoutlinedat the
beginning of this sectigrand importanthemes and quotegere pulled to be included in the
analysis below.

Lack of Youth Voice

Direct input fromcurrentprogram participants themselves was rimé do be gatheredhis
shortcoming is partially due to privacy concerns and the relatively short timeline of the program,
butalso the recognition that communities with lived experience should not be burdened with
needing to share theexperienceWithout that viewpointhowever this analysis is missing an
important perspective on the actual experience and impact of this prqeadicularly in

comparison to alternativedowever, the ability to talk to a form&M participant and yoit
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service providers, read case notes that include interactions with participants, and consult
gualitative studies that interviewed young electronic monitoring program participants, including
youthin San Franciscqrovides some irsight into the youth expence on EM

Small Sample Sizes

The number of youth enrolled in EM and involved with JPD generally is relatively small. In

order to create a quaskperimental design that could more accurately provide information about
the program, the number observations was narrowed furth8mall sample sizes can increase

the margin of error and decrease the statistical power of the model. While the small sample size
should be kept in mind throughout this report, theajues of the findings do support the

statistical significance of the filings, and the nearest neighbor matches were balanced.

Inconsistencies in Electronic Monitoriridpta

There were some data inconsistencies and missing information betwégvi tatasets

provided SCRAM of California and JPdHoweverwherever possibl&EM participantécase
notes verified the correct informationh@cleanedfinalized data set represents the most
comprehensive understandingeN participation possible given data availability and quality for
July 2018/ December 2021.

OmittedVariablesand Criteria

Additionally, thenearest neighbor and probit regression moc&lgd only account for
confounding factors for which JPD collects data, such as race, aggaghaedtcriminal offense.
However, there may be other factosach ayouth personality, gang affiliation, and living
situation,that also influencassignment to EMsawell asyouth and public safety outcomes that
were not able to be captured in this stuglych as mental health and school performaheg,
would shed more giht on the effectiveness EM. However, the extent of data points that were
able to be captured as well as the method used to analyze this data do provide a solid
foundational understanding of the impact of the program.

49 See Appendi¥: Data Qualityfor full details.
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Findings

Youth Wellbeing

Liberty
Key Findings

EM is better for youth than detention.

The loss of liberty and trauma of EM is still significant.

Nearly onethird of unsuccessful EM episodes end in immediate reincarceration.

Changes ifEM use during the pandemic suggesssiblenetwidening.

Non-city residents are more likely to receive stricter interventions than residents

similar characteristics.

The program is longern averagthan neessary.

o JPDOGs program i s leledreiic meisoting pragtamsvne t
California.

0 The other alternatives taetention are less restrictive.

O O O O O

o

Impact onyouthLiberty was measured based tbre psychologicatoll of the program, the

number of days spent in detention, the lengttinoé spentonEM and programdés net
potential.The literature review outlined several potential areas for concern in electronic

monitoring>°

Electronic Monitoring

If it came up in their interviews, all intervieweejé'_'_'m'_'_'“'_'_'m'_'_'“'_'_'m'"'“'_i

agreed thaEM was better for the children thani ¢ ¢eftre being monitored, but they're a
dgltentiorﬁlAs(jSupervisiqg lI;’rob(;ation Offir(]:er £ 81 a0 2dzi Ay c@dtBah!

Mila Baranovd e s c r i bed,  the 1ypiitoh s dsfig Fobafich Pic! 9

in their own beds, they are wearing their own i
clothes, theyodre withmrErI—fTm Iy, —-they' re a
resume their normal activities the society, in the open world without really very many

I i mi t d&heiprograsn.assuredly offers some level of improvement over detention.

However that improvement appears to be minimav&alinterviewsalsoemphasied thathe

amount ofcontrol JPD imposes over these childiierughEM is still very damagingThe

former EM participant interviewesit r e ¥cse@v e igot to i magine all t
goi ng tYouthosargce pravider Valentina Sedeno said that youth have told her that they

still feel incarcerated while on the devjead, though she recognized she does not fully know

50 See Study Motivation for more detail.
51 Mila Baranoy Martha MartinezValentina Sedem and the former EM participaint discussion with the author.
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the purpose of the program, she doubted that it warrantetbtinee of contrabver the youth
and their movement that it doesi3 sentimenthat being orEM could feel just like detention
was also sharedly justiceinvolved youth in San Francis@o a qualitative report compiled by
the Young Women®s Freedom Center

Case StudyFormer EM Participant

i The former program participargharedin his interviewthat electronic monitoring can feel
i afA1S @2dz FNB 40 Wdz@SyAtS 1 &€t | ¢€f Zéél‘;
. how long he could shower, where he ¢dwr could not be at certain times, and what he i
! woret since he did not want others to be able to see the device. He also emphasized t|

toll of knowing that he was being watched at all times and seeing the dewites bodyHe
i described that whilewear@ 0 KS RSQOAOSZ &, 2dz FSSt o R
 GAGK GKS yltS Y2yAil2NI 2yode 1S | faz2 KA;G
: the monitor still on his ankle after a long day where he worked hard in school, went t0\§
! and didhis homeworR &G & 2 dzZQNB a i A f f .£ Thé&feeling §f Being dnfthe T ;
i y1tS Y2YAG2NI K& faz2z 0SSy KIENR F2N K
L A0Aff GKAY]l loz2dzi Y& Fyl1fS Y2yAl2NWE

Nearly a third of EM episodes that ended unsucceséfudly Reincarceration NUmber
13% of EM episodes overdllended in immediate Length of Youth
reincarceration, due to either additional crimemmitted or Underl Week 9
probation violations, which may includeM failure. This 1 Week to 1 Month 25
may be an underestimate as some additional youth who Wefljjonth to 50 Days 17
AWOL from the program were detained once located. These 50- 100Days 6
detentions lasted 32 days on averaggnefrequencyand Over 100 Days <5

lengthof this reincarceratiomumbergevealthatEM is not
an alternative to detention for all youth.

The probit regression highlighting what characteristics predycuttés assignmerto detention,
release with EM, or release without Ed¥ter their first referrailluminatedthat some net

widening may be occurrinig the progrant* Deputy Probation Officer Jessica Bishagted that
use of electronic monitoring increased during pandemic due to the increased health concerns
of detention during the pandemwhile ordersto EM over detention should hairereasd for
referrals after March 202€he postcovid marker waslsothe biggest predictaf whether
someonavas released with EM instead of withoutigh the pandemic should not have

affected decisions between release optigvisile not conclusie, this finding suggests thdtd

2A., Mel endrez, AThrough Their Eyes, o0 46.

53 Dataset compiled by author. Immediate reincarceration refers to rebooking in Juvenile Hall by the end of the EM program, as
noted in JPD and SCRAM records. There were 5 additional youth that were detained by the next day.

54 For more information about the probit regression model used to generate these findings, see the previous methodology section.
Theestimates and thetatistical powebpf these estimates can be found in Appendix IlI.
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increased use of EM dug COVID to reduce detentianay havespilled over into greater use of
those who would otherwise have been released without it.

Additionally, the same probit regression highlighted thatof-county residentare
disproportionatelynore likely to receive more restrictive interventions than resideitts
similarrisk levels, criminal backgrouns] anddemographics® As mentioned in therogram
overview JPD often recommends that -@itcounty youth that are being released be placed on
electronic monitoring since JRibes not have the sardetentionalternative options to
superviseoutdde of the city The probit regressioshowed thatindeedwhen norresidents are
released, they are more likely to be released with EM, rather than withol @\ \er, the
regression also showed thatnresidents are more likely to be detained than resiawsttis

similar characterigts.

The average length afgiven episode &M was54 daysetween 2012021, and the average
total time spehon the programvas84 days Some program episodes weadditionallybackto-
back if the youth cut off their
device and was immediately |
put back on the program.
Longer program lengths did se
higher success ratemn
averagebut only up to four
weeks of time. Episodes longe
than that had lower average
success.

Successful Program Completion By Program Length

Success Rate
5
1

4
1

Several interviewees did share ., |
concerns that youth are

currently on the program for R T T
too long especially given tha N 2> s o® o ‘m@"’
ithere's quite 0¥

that says that after a certain Program Length

point, it's | o°Probativrodfficets MidatBarandvfarel dessica Bishap both

noted that around the Qfay mark, it is clear whether EM is working for someone or not.
Additionally, Bishopasserted that normalizing the feeling of being on prob&biopouth can
perpetuateriminal justice involvemerin adulthoocP’ The former EM participarinterviewfelt
that the program should Be2 months maxnum given the severity of the harm inflictéde
noted that beingn electronic monitoring for too long majsomake youth think that they
would be unable to succeed without it, as happened toSeweral interviewees noted tha
aroundtwo weeks should be the standéedgth as itis usually enough time to sedethe the
youth are capable of following the rufés.

55 For more information about é¢hprobit regression model used to generate these findings, see the previous methodology section.
Theestimates and their statistical poveéthese estimates can be found in Appendix Ill.

56 Emily Fox in discussion with the author.

57 Jessica Bishop in discussion with the author.

58 Jessica Bishop, Hon. Daniel Flores (Judged the former EM participaint discussion with the author.
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For comparison, typical episode in Adult Probatiarsually lasts 6®0 days’® In Santa Clara
County, episodes rtending beyond5 daysequirea review, but mangre continued for up to
another 45 day®

Compared to other California counti&an Francisco does offer comparatively more freedom in
movement in their juvenile electronic monitoring program, being one of only three coasties,
of 2019at least that that allowshe youthfreedom of movement before curfew to any place
barring exclusion zoné$.The number of rules for participant is also comparatively%ow.

Comparison to Other Programs

Though better than detention in terms of libell) is the most restrictive of the detention
alternatives.

While the ERC hasa much smaller monitoring component and no device, interviesteged
thatyouth ordered to this program do still see it @sart assignment that must be accomplished
rather than an opportunity or activity of inter€SHowever, Deputy Probation Officer Jessica
Bishop stated that she likes this programyfauth because it alone of the detention alternative
programs has start and stop date built in.

MNC HD is the leastestrictiveprogrambut also the longesYouth are only beholden to a
phone call a day and cawoidthinking about the program much otherwf8auith an average
program length 084 days and a median of 78 day¥NC HD is significantlylonger than
electronic monitoringOne interviewee, who noted that the program seems to have even
increased in length over time, believes that the extended lergghseg the program to lose
some of its powet®

59 Galriel Calvillo (Former Supervising Probation Officer, San Francisco Adult Probation Departmdistjussion with the
author April 18, 2022
60 Holly Child in discussion with the author.

61 Rena Coen, Chieh Tung, Chrigtin Koni ngi sor , and Catherine Crump, AEl ectronic
Juvenile Justice System. o0 Universit-$5. 0f California, Berkeley
62 |pid, 5.

63 valentina Sedeno in discussion with the author.

64 |bid.

65 JessicaBishap in discussion with the author.
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Family Burden

o EM program requirements can affect the -dexgday life of the entire family
0 Some parents appreciate, and sometimes even request, EM.
0 The other detention alternatives also have bettefitsto andburdens on families.

Family Burdenr el at es to the i mpact of t henddalpgr am or
life. Especially as lowesourced families cannot afford such burdens, inequitably affecting some
yout hsd ability to succeed, famidible. burdens sh

Electronic Monitoring

San Francisco does not have some okthetronic monitoring programwomponentgommonly

citedto beburders to families such as a fee for participation or requirement to have a larfélline
Moreover, while almost all California counties set time limits on schedule changes, which can be

very difficult for low-income families to work around J PDO6s program has no s
how early a schedule changeistbe requestetf. In San Francisx; depending on their probation

officer, youth and their families can ask their probation officer for permissibe tmut past

curfew or inclusion zone®r organized activities or other approved reasore in real timé&®

However, at least one youthddhave to ask for permission at leasti@durs in advance

The requirements of the programpact the dayto-day life of the entire familjnowever The

former EM participantoted that his stayaway ordevehich covered a large geographicagre

were very difficult for his mother since her church and grocery store were in his stayaway zone.
She could no longer stop by the store on her way home if he was in thicér could cause

her complicationsand she stopped going to her chusitite he was unable to go with her.
Because of the way his ordénsibited the movement of his whole family, he felt like the
probationdepartment was intentionally acting against his best interests.

Conversely many interviewees shared tli&¥l is oftenappreciated, and sometimes even
requested, by parents who feel they have lost control of their children. They like knowing where
theirchild is and that they are safend they find it helpful to have supportive reinforcenf@nt
moreskepticintervieweenoted, however that parents magtend tdoe strong advocates for it

only because they want to make sure thbild is not detained.

66Coenetali El ectronic Monitoring of Yout hKiilngdrmhe &talalf orimN@a Mawen
Arguments Against Pr e;Maria BldkeeHIPE Direatooai Researdh@miiRiag), nates t the author,

March 16, 2022.

5Coen et al, fAElectronic Monitoring of Youth in the Californ
68 Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

A, Mel endrez, AThrough Their Eyes, o0 113.

70 Jessica Bishop idiscussion with the autio
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Other Detention Alternatives
Similar toEM, the other two detention alternatives offer featuressihiateparens appreciate.

The Evening Reporting Centembility to pick up and drop off the youth before and after the

program relieves parents of the burden of transportingdbthsthemselvesr fearing for their

chil drenbés safety if the child uses public tr
and when they will be honteé.

With MNC HD, some parents like the ability to get to knowithe ¢ ¢aselmdnager. Other
parents get aroyed by the nightly calls, particularly if tipgogram lasts a long timbecause
they have to answer the calise parent may feel that are on probation when they did not do
anything wrong’?

In all of these programs, parents get annoyed with JBi2yffeel that JPD is not responding to
t heir «chil d?¥Ferthér slaberatianlorathis canrbs found in the Enforcement
Mechanism section.

" bid.
72 Jessica BishagpGustavo SantanMichelle SantiagpandValentina Sedeno in discussion with the author.
73 Jessica Bishop in discussion with the author.
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Relationships

Key Findings

0 EM can help to return youth to their communities and help them to form better
relaionships with their parents

o The visibility ofthedevice brings negative attention to the youth, harming their
relationships and encouraging isolation.

o Other detention alternatives have the same benefits but lack the stigmygositin®
probation statusannot be identified.

TheRelationshipscategory evaluates how the program impgcssut hdés abi |l ity to
maintain healthy relationships with friends, familgdathe wider community. Many
interviewees underscored that healthy relationships were the key to successful rehabflitation.

Electronic Monitoring

EM can be better for the youth than detention as it keeps them from bes®pargted from
their communityand may help them to form better relationships with their parents @jivenre

However, nany interviewees concurred thhetvisibility of the deice brings negative attention

to the youth, which harms their relationshipgh family, friends, andhe widercommunity
Probation Officer Martha Martinech ar ed t hat some youths®é attorn
their clientsby citing thatit hi s bi g monitor [...] m@hkes peopl
former EM participantoted that extended family members and others in the community began

to ook at him | i ke he wapeplestated to make fentof hahf t h e
school, on the bus, and on the street. He said thgbutehore temptation in front gtistice

involvedyouthh because fAimost kids, theyOoOMmeowroi ng to
because many of the youth on electronic monitoring are people of eilaray reinforce

stereotypeg®

Early into his term on the juvenile court, Judge Daniel Fleodsntarily wore an electronic

monitoring device for a week get a better understandingtbey o u texperiénce. In that

short week, the devicee hi ¢ h he as s uibecame & gpoerte f embarrassmidetd , 0

refl ected on attendi ng totedsomepanrdoesn tbsads erbearl M 0 lgsame
him being near theichildren’” Since hehad ot met all of his sonds te
worried what impression some of the other parents might have aftemseeing theavice

74 Jessica Bishop and Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

5> Seethe sectioron Racidand Ethnic Dispaties for greater detail.

®“Chaz Arnett, fAVirtual Shackles: Electronic Surveillance and
(2018) 43 Jessica Bishop in discussion with the author.

“"Hon. Daniel Flores in discussion with the author.
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YouthHfear of being seen with the device may also prevent them wanting to engage with friends
and the community? and that isation is counterproductive for their rehabilitation.

Other Detention Alternatives

The other program alternativase better for youth relationships because similar to electronic
monitoring, they also enable youth to return to their famiiekpols, and communities, but

unli ke electronic monitoring, they | eave no o
the program. This way, their offense does not

78 Former EM Participarin discussion with the autho
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Accessibility

Key Findings

o0 The overall rat®f successfully completing the program was 55%.

o0 Rates were extremely low for younger participants, but increased with age,
supporting concerns that electronic monitoring is not age appropriate.

o Probation officers try to providgouthflexibility in meeting the requirements
wherever possible.

o Charging is a particularly difficult requirement for youth.

0 The other detention alternatives are less demanding of the youth and have hight
success rates.

ProgramAccessibility is based on the rigidity and achievability of the conditions of the program
given the youthdés needs and ability. Working
their needsind abilities is necessary for creating an effective rehabilitative plan that will prevent
reinvolvement in the justice system agé&in.

Electronic Monitoring
The overall rate for successful completiorEdfl from July 2018 December 2021 was 55%.

Completion rates are extremely low for those below the age of 14 at 12%, but this rate increased
steadilywith age,reaching33.6% for those 18

and olderA regression on program outcome _ |
rates including covariaseon other

demographic information, program start date
and number of prior EM episodes shows tha <+
an extra year of age predictsnast a 10%
higher average completion rateversely, he
percentage of those failing the program due
failure to meeprogram requirements, rather
than absconding or reoffending, gets smallel " < |
as the youth get oldé&?.This correlation
betweersuccessndage supports concesn
brought up in interviews and the literature N
review,thatEM is notage appropriate for . . | . . .
juvenilesdue to their stage of mental Under 14 14 15 16 17 18 & Over
developmen?.l Participant Age

Successful Program Completion By Age

Success Rate

7 Emily Fox in discussion with the author.

80 Dataset compiled by the authélote that this informatiois incomplete as the reason for failure was only included on
episodes listed in the SCRAM dataset.

8LA | Mel endr ez, AiThrough Their Eyes, 0 46.
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One best practice for the rehabilitationwsticeinvolvedyouth is to measurheir progress

based on the benchmark of where they started, not necesseaailypehaviof? According to

case notes, probation officers do base their assessment of youth progtdshis way, and

youth may successfully complete the program just for improving the frequency with which they
meet program requirements, even if their degiyord is not perfectly clear of violatiofs.

The flexibility a youthreceives for breaking program rules, whether the youth asks befortehand

be late for curfevor retroactively shows remorse for cutting off the device, depends on probation
officer discretionBased on i ntervi ews gnobdhtopadficetsitrcto pant s 0
work with youth and their families around needed schedule changésrprovidesecond

chances for absconding or going into stayaway zom8an Franciscwhen there isio larger

safety concern with .f* Suchunderstandingan be very helpful both for increasing compliance

and minimizing technical violatiorfs.

One of the more difficult requirements for youth appears théeeasponsibility to charge the
device it is also one of main program violatio#fsThe former EM participardescribed the rule
of consecutive chargitdgor completing all twchours of daily charging in one sittidgvery
difficult, as he could not get up to go to the bathroom and it was hard to devbdosénce he
had to be right next to the wall and counlat move. He also worked until late at night, sdad
to stay upvery lateto complete the requirecharging In the case notes, there were some
situations whergouth had sewal low battery violation®ecause thefried to chage their
devices while they slept, but the chargept falling out Other youth reportedly slept on the
floor to make their device charge through the nfght.

Of the California counties with juvenile electronic monitoring programs, San Frangisodhe
stricter encbf charging requirementsith its reqiirement for conseutive chargingSeven
counties havenore specificharging requiremesd requiringthatcharging occur during certain
windows during the day butthe large majority do ndtave any specifications about when and
how charging should occé?.

Regardless of their charging requirements, charging violations seem to be almost universal in
local electronic monitoring prograsi® The device used by the San FranciSco e r i f f 6 s
Departmentequires an hour of charging evelgy; however, it can last faip tofour days.
Between the larger charging window and the ckiadkil safesbuilt into the program, devices

do not ever go dead in that progr&in.

82Crump, ATracking the Eraeckeosi cAMoBEkamirhagioh ¥buth in Prac
83 JPD Participant Case Notes.

84 Martha Martinez in discussion with the author; JPD Participant Case Notes.

%Bel ur et al, AA Systematic Review oDffkhraedEffeotil®@eness of t|
86 Mila Baranovand Jessica Bishdp discussion with the author.

8A. Mel endrez, AThrough Their Eyes, o0 46.

8Coen et al. fAElectronic Monitoring &fl6.Youth in the Californ
89 Galriel Calvillo, Michele Fisher and Alissa Rikein discussion with the autho

9 Michele Fishemand Alissa Rikein discussion with the author.
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Other Detention Alternatives

The relatively low requirements of the other progranesnthey do not shardné same level of
accessibility concerns &M. ERCis accessible to youth in that its main requirement is that
youth show up to the center. The stdtlitionallyprovide transportatigravoiding potential

barriers to participatianThe completion rate for the ERC was 68.888btween July 2018
Decembel021 MNC HD offers the greatest flexibility, as there is no constraint on what the
youthdoes during the dayndtheyouth only needs to be home by curfew and stay home for the
rest of the night, a requirement shared by the other detention alterniatolessd, with an

81.56% completion ratéNC HD has the highest success rate ofahernativedo detetion.

Electronic Monitoring Combined with Other Detention Alternatives

EM is frequently paired witMiINC HD andERC. Severalntervieweeshared concerns that dual

or triple enrollment in these programs can be too muchdothto handle, particularly since

they are often also in school, sports, and other treatment progratbsworking.®* YCD, the

service provider foERC, has even declined referrats/olving dual enrollmenbefore due to

concerns thahe child would be overwhelmed, particularly since they E#eCGs role is largely
supervision, which shoulalready be covered by these other progrén@ther reports on

electronic monitoring have also noted that enroliment in multiple detention alternative programs
firai ses the possibility that young peple wil

91 Emily Fox, GustavoSantanaMichelle SantiagpValentina Sedenand the former EM participaint discussion with the

author.

92Valentina Sedenm discussion with the author.

BCr ump, iTracking the Trackers: An Examination of Electronic
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Access to Services

Key Findings

o EM promotes good habits and provides access to lsetteices than detention.

Device stigma can inhibit youthsod ac

0 The other detention alternatives provide youth much better access to services di
their lack of stigma, relationshipuilding components, and ability to connect youth
neeckd services.

o

Accessto Serviced enot es the youthoés ability to access
meet their individualAccording to interviews, youth for whom detention alternative programs

would be justified are often high risk. It is thereforeyenportant that any youth qualifying for

electronic monitoring have access to needed ser¥fices.

Electronic Monitoring

Wearing an electronic devicbesidesupporting constructivieabitbuilding, is not in itself

rehabilitative®® Interviewees noted th&M helps youth to get into the routine of going to school

every day, coming home at a decent hand listening to their parenfhese hbits can be

important for longterm rehabilitatior?® However, one of the main purposesEM is that it
enablesnostparticipantg’ to be in their communities whilaccesig services thawill foster

their rehabilitationwhich they are not able to do while detaifféd@o ensure that their electronic
monitoring program is rehabilitative, the San
participants to case managérat can connect them to needed services automatidally

The stigma of EM may affect how thoseaéire providing services to the youth, such as school
teachers and administrators, see the y®uth, u
Judge Flores shared his belief that no child shoutdweear an ankle monitor on their first day

at a new school, an occasion which may not be uncomman ag o arimihad ativitymay

result inschool disgpline aswell as JPD involvemenA couple of intervizzeesalsomentioned

concernghat, ifan employeseethe monitoing device,it oul d af fect the yout |
or maintain a jod%!

94 Mila Baranov and Emily Fox in discussion with the author.

9 Michele FisherBrian PayneAlissa Riker, and/alentina Sedeno in discussion with the author.

9% Mila Baranovand Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

97 Mila Baranov notesto the author, May 4, 2028An r ar e occasi ons, youth at the San Fr an
placed on electronic monitoring.

98 Mila BaranovandEmily Fox in discussion withthe author Dor i s Layt on Ma c Ktonszlitensive il nt er me d i
Supervision Programs aWhitWoilkssircQomrections: ReddtmgnthetCaminalrAgtivities of Qffenders
andDelinquentgCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 307.

99 Michele Fisher and Alissa Riker in discumsiwith the author.

Wjessica Bishop in discussion with the author; A. Melendrez,
101 Jessica Bishop arfebormer EM Participarin discussion with the author.
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Additionally, many interviewees mentioned that ankle monitmsietimesa f f ect yout hso
to participaten sports, whiclindicatesthis maybe a common problem for participants.

Supervising Probation Officer Martha Martinez elabat#ibat probation officers try to work

with the youth on this by being attentive to sport seasamndatesand using sportgarticipation

as an incentive for the youth to comply with probation conditions. She also mentioned that being

in such a presocial, supervised activity can also decrease the need for other supervisio

Detention

Juvenile Hall does have set programming, including schooling, but most of the programming is
meant to be short term. Now that the state youth correctional facilities have closed, JPD is
reassessing how to provide longerm services to youth in detentisettings:®® Because

Juvenile Hall does not give youth the same access to comnrbasgd resources that couldsbe

fit their needs, the services offered in detention are not as helpful for theagochld be

provided by a detentiontalnative.

Other Detention Alternatives

Because the other alternatives do not carry their own stigmeghailitative inand of
themselves, and foster relationships, they better supporti tadtes$to services.

First, he other detentioalternativeprograns do notcreate the samsigma a€£M because
participation in the program does not involve physiaedicators of probation atus.Therefae,
their participation in these prograrnas less of an impact in how others in the community
perceive the youth.

More importantly, he relationshigbuilding aspects dioththe ERCandMNC HD programsare
instrumental fotong-term growth and opportunitSeveral interviewees noted that the main way
to nurturelong-term rehabilitation is helping the youth to build positive relationships,
particularly with adults who can open letgrm opportunities suited to the needs and interests of
the youth'%4

YCD has a strong reputation for providing services for Bayview youth and adults and connecting
them to jobs and other opportuniti@sValentinaSedeno, who manageseatry services

programs, including thERC, for YCD, noted that th&vening Reporting Center programight

be a little shorto fully build rapport with yout8 particularly as it takes time for the youth to
engage in something cototdered Often, the rapport is just built as the program comes to an
endand the youth tramsons elsewhereERC does howevey provide enough time for the staff
member to get to know the youth and their interestd $aff members then make an effort to
identify programs of interest for the youth and facilitate an easy tranaitmarm handofto

whateve program followsERC.

102 Mila Baranov, Hon. Daniel Flores, and Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.
103 Emily Fox in discussion with the author.

104 Jessica BishopndMartha Martinez in discussion with the author.

105 Jessica Bishop in discussion with the author.
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Through daily curfew calls and case management services, MNEase managefgavegreat
opportunity to get to know the youtff The case manager connects the youth to needed services
and in particular helps the youth with any problems at schi§él.

As a final note on access to servicafsthe alternatives to detentidBRCalone aims to be
enjoyable to the youth, which increases what the youth will take away from the program. ERC
staff provide the youth homework help, fieldtripsd individuallytailored programming. The
program keeps the youth from getting b@eahich is important since boredom can lead to poor
choices in terms of how youth fill their tifdeand exposes them to new ideas and
opportunities'®® The less the youth seasondition of release asich the more likely they are

to actually engage with and benefit from it. However, as the only program of the three to really
involve in-person interaction, the caliber of this program was perhaps the most limited by the
COVID-19 pandemié®

106 Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

107 Jessica BishgpGustavo Santana, and Michelle Santiagdiscussion with the autha¥PD Participant Case Notes
108 Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

109 Jessica Bishop in discussion with #gthor.
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Safety

o EM protects youth by encouraging their separation from dangerous places, peoy

and situations.

Home confinement through EM may not be safe for all youth.

The device itself physically hurts.

o ERC may also posgangers to youth due to its location and/or peer enroliment, bt
also uniquely offers youth protection through its pigkand drop off service.

o O

Safetyencompasses the pligal health and safety of the youth. An evaluation of youth
wellbeing would not be complete without understanding how physical wellbeing is affected.

Electronic Monitoring

EM offersprotection for higkrisk youthby removing them from dangerous situatioBtayaway
zones can help youth that are known or suspected to bdrgariged avoid gang hangouts or
trigger areas, facilitating their separation from criminal acti##Curfew can also keep youth
from going at at late hours of the nighwhere they might engage in poor behaviors or even be
victims of sexual exploitatioh'* Additionally, several interviews noted that beingEv can

serve as an excuse that the youth can use to get out of risky or dangevaysiduen being

peer pressurett?

However,one concern that is universal to any electronic monitoring program is that being
confinedtothe homisnoti n every you¥Wgsubbaés homer esfe ma
due to Aovercrowding or po éfParticipdntcase mtesfdri ps wi
JPDOGs progr am sHMoparicipantevars witeessvohsabgeo domestic

violence and/or were frequently in conflict with other members of the house. In some of these

cases, family conflict led to youth breaking their curfews or stayaway orders or even cutting off

their monitoring device&!® The former EMparticipantinterviewedalso noted that not all youth

in San Francisco have happy homes or homes where you would want to be stuck for long periods

of time,

Additionally, interviewees witHived ankle monitoringexperience noted thatemonitoring

device physically hurtsludge Floresememberedhe hard plastic overlay of the device pnegs

into his ankle. He wrapped an ACE bandage under the device to take some of the pressure off of
his ankle.The former EM patrticipargtill remembes the heavyweightof the device

110 Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

111 Jessica BishgpgMartha Martinezand the former EM participairt discussion with the author.

112 Emily Foxand the former EM participain discussion with the author.

13Kil gore etSkmacklied®: Mbem Arguments Against Pretrial Electron
WCrump, ATracking the Trackers: An Examination of Electronic
115 JPD Participant Case Notes.
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Other Detention Alternatives

Participating inthe ERC program may actually pose some risk to the youth. Several interviewees
noted thatwhile youth from all over the city are welcome at the cestaneyouth may face

risks ifthey gq orthe youth or their familynaybe scaredor the youthto go,into the

neighborhood where the center is locat€dProbation officers and ERC staff cheiok safety
concerns and will address any that are identifiedsaigty concerns maye dificult to

determindf the youth doesot feel comfortable sharing or admitting that informadfibn

Additionally, if two participants come from rival neighborhoods, it may not be safe for them to
participate in the program at the same time. When thpddres,Y CD waitsto enroll the youth
who was referred second until the other has completed the prografers them elsewhet&

In contrastthepick-upsand dropoffs that are !

! yedKAy3a OFy KI§
the youth. Several interviewees noted that from school to home or from school t
traveling through the city, whether for fun or just wherever you're going, so | think a lot |

to and from school, can be dangeroussture ! people appreciated being picked up frd
youth!*°to the point where youth are even 5 0K22t FyYR 0 Sdlgssica
ordering Ubers for themselvé® Theprogram . : .
transportation offers them security that they Bishop Deputy Probation Off'cei
usually lack. L '

unique toERC programcansupport the safety of '

There were no pacular findings about howINC HD affects participant safety.

116 Jessica BishgMartha MartinezandValentina Sedeno inistussion with the author.

117 Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

118valentina Sedeno in discussion with the author.

119 Jessica Bishop, Martha Martinez, and Valentina Sedeno in discussion with the author.
120 yalentina Sedeno in discussion with the author.
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Racial and Ethnic Disparities

o Disparities are similar to those of
alternatives, but African American or Black andR youth are more likely to be
detained than released on EM while Latino/a or Hispanic and white youth are mq
likely to be released on EM.

0 Race and Ethnicity were not predictive of whether a youth would be assigned to
detention, release with electronic nitoning, or release without electronic monitorin

0 Racial and ethnic disparities alksoevidentin 1) the number of times a youth is
ordeedto EM, 2) the amount of time a youth spend on Eyithe age of first referral
to EM, and4) program success rate

Racial and Ethnic Disparitiesinclude differences in inclusion, treatment, or experiences in

electronic monitoring among racial and ethnic grollpge to the harms and benefits of EM

outlinedin the Study Motivations sectipnacial and ethnic program disparities are important to

iderntify and minimizeiln2 020, JPD enumerated specific Raci a
commit ment to advancing facial equity across

Detention Decision Outcomes

Given that African American yout h umtiok!@theup on]l
proportion of youth that are detained or placed on a detention alternative that are African

American is alarmingWhile African American youth are disproportionately the largest racial

and ethnic group across all programs studied inrémert, the proportion of African American

youth is highest in detentipsuggesting that African American youth may have a higher

likelihood of detention than their peers. In contrast, whitelaitho/a or Hispanigouth

generallymake upncreasingly lover proportion® f pr ograms as the progr a
increases.

Table2: Racial & Ethnic Proportions of JPInvolvement, Detention, & Detention Alternatives
Unigue | JPD | Detained| EM ERC or All Instances,| JPD | Detained| EM ERC or
Youth, % MNC HD % MNC HD
African 50 57 54 59 African 56 60 57 60
American American
AAPI 6 7 7 9 AAPI 8 9 8 9
Latino/aor| 31 28 29 24 Latino/a or 27 24 28 24
Hispanic Hispanic
White 8 5 6 6 White 5 4 5 6

*July 20181 December 2022Note that some of youth mdpave fallen into multiple categories (i.e. may have been
detained and on EMA youth was considered detained if they were detained for over 7 days.

121 san Francisco Juvenile Probation Departm&nhual Report: 2020Maria McKee and Celina Cuevas, 2021, 4.
122 5an Francisco Juvenile Probation Departm&nhual Report: 202010.
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Additionally, the number of times that a youth is ordered to electronic monitoring is
disproportionate acss racial and ethnic groups, with African American and AAPI youth
ordered to the highest number of episodes, and white youth orderedeweise>3

While these disparities are alarmingly large, probit regression results did not show race to be
predicie of oneds | i keli hood of detention as <¢comg
controlling for covariates. Additionally,ca was not predictive of oned
with EM in comparison to detention or in comparison to release witdutf anything, the

direction of the estimates suggest that migorauthmight be more likely receive the less

restrictive treatment thamhite peers with similar criminal backgrounds and other demographic
characteristicsThe main predictors of deteoih decisions were risk level, highest referral

offense, age, San Francisco residency status, the referral date relative to the onset of the

pandemic-?*

EM Experience
There were also large racial disparities in EM exposure and outcomes.

White youth spent significantly less time on EM, on median and on average, than youth of other
races and ethnicitieAAPI youth spent the longest amount of time on &Maveraggeboth per
episode and in tota¥outh that were not African American, AAPIatino/a or Hispanic, or

white, spent the longest time in the program on median.

Program Length By Race and Ethnicity, July 2018 - December 2021

125
1

100
1

75
1

Time in Days

50
1

25

Other African American or Black  AAPI Latino/a or Hispanic White

I A verage Episode Length [ Average Total Length
B Vedian Episode Length [ Median Total Length

123 Dataset compiled by author. Between July 20T82cember 2021, African American and AAPI youth ordered to EM
averaged 1.7 episodes. Latino/a or Hispanic youth had 1.5 episodesageaaad white youth had an average of 1.25 episodes.
124 For more information about the probit regression model and covariate controls used to generate these findings, see the
previous methodology section. The exact estimates and their statistical pothestestimates can be found in Appendix Il1.
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The age at which a minority youth was first put on EM was also significantly younger, with
white participants being nearly two years older than African AmeaoadnAAPIparticipants on
averageAll 13 youths put on EMt least onceefore their fourteenth birthday were youth of

color. In contrast, the youngest white participants werg&-L6.

Completion rates across different racial and ethnic groups also Vafingg. youthcompleted

the program at over 1.5 times the rate of African American, Latino/a or Hispanic parti¢fdants.

In anOLS regression showing what factors most closely predicted program success, race was not
predictive of program success; however, agegt number episode it was for a yowhd

episode length were statistically significant predictors of program success. Racial and ethnic
disparities in these of aspects of EM exposure therefore likely explaal and ethnic

disparities in program outcomé&s

Gven JPDO6s status as a juvenile justice | eade
must be made to limit the disparitiesed by youth n J PD6és most restrictiwv
Considering the harms of detention, youth of different races anatiggsishould not be sorting

between detention and its alternatives at different rates. Moreover, because EM too is harmful to
youth, a youthoés exposure to theithgidfBMr am shou
perpetuates the racial disparitidgletention, it is not andequate alternative to detention.

n
0

125Qverall, the average starting age of EM was 15.7 for AAPI participants, 15.6 for African American participants, 16.2 for
Latino/a or Hispanic participants, and 17.4 for white participants.

126\While 70% of epgodes for white participants ended successfidlyng this time periodthe rates for African American,

AAPI, and Latino/a or Hispanic participants were 45.8%, 45.5%, and 65.6%, respectively.

127 This OLS regression included covariates on race, genderepigede number, and program length. For coefficient estimates
and pvalues for each covariateges Appendix V.
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Public Safety

Recidivism

o EM patrticipants had .64 more overall referrals and .42 more referrals leading to
petitions on average than detained youth after one year.
A There was netatistical difference in referrals involving new criminal offense
0 Across the various measure of recidivism and time frames, EM recidivism rates
not shown to be statistically different from those of release without EM.

Recidivismis the continuance of criminal activity during or following probation intervention.
Measuring recidivismhm s t he def aul t t e seffectivenass irmnmntaipjingst i c e
public safety. However, several interviews did underscore that recidivism rates form an

incomplete picture of what is actually happening in the program, particularly since EM is

generally recommended for youth at high riskeafffending!?® Additionally, not all criminal

activity is detected, and law enforcement is not uniform across all areas in a jurisdiction or all
populations'?®

By design, EM is intended to decrease the recidivism of release yogihnt er vi ewe e s 0
descriptions of EM supported these clailbsputy Probation Officer Jessica Bishop noted that
when youth know they are being watched, they
important if parents are not able to provide thaicitire at home. Curfew in particular keeps the

youth from getting into trouble late at nigMoreover, as noted in the Youth Safety section,

youth can use EM to get out of undesirable activities in which peers are pressuring them to
participate.

Releags with EM versus Detention

Using he nearest neighbor matching model, as described in the methodsemgsgnic
monitoring participants were shown to ka%4 more referrals and .41 more referrals that led to
petitions than those detained within oneryafa

arrest'3? Considering that the average recidivism =.604 =.41

count for the matched observatisetswas .69 and

.380n these two recidivism measuresspectively, geforrals Overall  Referrals Leading to
these estimatagveala high relative, but low Petitions
absolute, change in recidivism across groltps.

important to note that any additional referrals incurred by EM participants may not involve a
new criminal offenseéWhen only looking at referrals that involve new offenses, the estimated

128 Jessica Bishop, Michele Fisher, and Alissa Riker in discussion with the author.
129 Maria McKee, note to the author, May 2, 2022.
130 See Appendix Il for the full list of findings for all recidivism measures and time periods.
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effect is not significant. Additionallyfor transparency, these numbers were not statistically
significant when checking for robustness by varying the covariates included.

If looking at the 90% confidence level, EM does have a similarly large effect on the likelihood
that recidivismoccursat least one year after arrest in comparison to detention across all three
recidivism types3!

Because of the greater ability to monigor yout hés actions, a higher r
participants in comparison to those detained may merely reflect a higher likelihood to get caught

for offences committed while on electronic monitoring, so the estimate may overestimate the

y o ut hlihneod tb riedtfend32 By the same logic, estimates about EM in comparison to those
released may then be underesti mates of EMOs e

Release with EM versus Release without EM

The model did not identifgny statistical differences across any measure
recidivismor time periochetween those released with EM and those
released without EM. However, the direction of all of the estimates sug
that EM may lower recidivism across these grodjpss indicaes that
release without EM creates no higher risk to the public than release wif
EM.

Any Recidivism Measure or
Time Frame

131 The three types of recidivism measuredhiis evaluation are new referrals, new referrals involving new offenses, and new
referrals that lead to petitions.
12Mi chel e Fisher and Alissa Riker in discuss,sd on22with the auth
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Enforcement Mechanism

Key Findings

o Of the detention alternatives, EM provides the more comprehensive surveillance

o0 The reliability of that surveillance is hindered by poor technology, low complianc
with charging, and slow and inconsistent responses to violations.

0 The othedetention alternatives rely on parental supervision, rather than formal J
supervision, for large parts of the day, and there can be lags in responses to vio

Enforcement Mechanismincludes how EM monitors participants and protects against
continued wrongdoinddoubts around electronic monitoringprogra 6 abi | ity t o det
prevent crimanandatehe inclusion of this section inithevaluation

Electronic Monitoring

Of the alternatives to detentiodBM provides the most comprehensive surveillance of the youth
when they are released back into the commu#tt@upervising Probation Officer Mila Baranov
notedthatfor high-risk youth particularly thoseinder 24hour house arregihere would be no
way to replicate the program besidesihgwa person with the youth at all time.

However, over the course of the evaluation, s
high-risk youthwerenoted.
Tobegn, two device | imitations threaten the pro

high risk of reoffending.

First, the device requires frequent chargifige fact that charging is a common violation is
concerning as it defeats the purpose ofptegram if the device dies and is not able to track the
location of the youth, posing a risk to public saf&8thile a device dying may be due to the
difficulty the youth has remembering to charge, some youth will also intentionally let the device
die to avoid tracking'3*

Secondthere are occasional issues with data GwtKS Dt{ RSOA ()1

collection whichcamid e f i ni t el y d&tnEcA0h ko thef ReM's liMgolation, |
some_oi[JI_DDcs] ability to QO supervisio .35 violation, violation® ¢ Martha Martinez, i
Satellite signal gets lost in certain buildings an|d ’ Supervising Probation Offic;ei

areas of the city*® The data from this time may

still be collected when the connection is e — i

133 Mila Baranovand Jessica Bishdp discussion with the autho

134 Mila Baranovand Valentina Sederin discussion with the author.
135 Mila Baranov in discussion with the author.

136 Mila Baranovand Martha Martinez in discussion with thethor.
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reestablished, but sometimes is Hé\While probation officers are careful not to penalize youth

for any of thesdalse violationsit can be difficult to differentiate violations due to the youth and
violations due to the devicParticipants may also be frustrated if blamed for violations that turn

out to befalse!®® Other studie®n electronicmonitoringh ave found that the fie;
false violations can be bad since it cause agent complacency and failure to act when a real

violation occurred®

More important than device error is that nearly all interviewees notedaftiosts among many

different stakeholders that violations were not being properly monitored or adequately answered.
There appears to be delay in responses as well as grey area in who should respond and what the
response shouldeb

Judge Daniel Flores noted that hautd not always trust JPD to monitor the youth that he place

on EM. He mentioned, for example, that sometimes he would hear about a violation three weeks
later for which JPD should have requested an arrest warrant, hudytttae court dateno action

would have been taken. This lack of trust in the program may limit its ability to get youth out of
detention, sincpidges may be more hesitant to release a kigk youth if he or she does not

believe JPD will enforce the pgram.

Inversely probation officers sometirséelt like the juvenile court judge was not responding to
violations as they should, either by not setting any consequences for violations or deciding a
youth hasuaes$ully completed the program even though theystitefrequently violating
program condition$*° This problem occurs in Adult Probation as wétl.

Parents get angry as well when they do not see consequences for violations that they witness,
particularly since trying to meet program requirements magffieeting their daily lives#?

Many interviewees agreetthatresponses to violations need to be swift, and if they were not
going to be swift, then there was no need for the prodtamhis immediacy was especially
important given the age and needs otipgorants. Probations officers mentioned how they could
seeyouthfit est i ng t he wardeurfemiolationsi*4By respandging smnaftly,
probation officers can stop that behavior before it becomes a safety concern; not responding at
all, on the othehand will encourage the behavidf> Moreover, swift accountability can help a
youth to understand that someone really does take an interest in what they are doing and care
about thent?® Interviewees did note that responses do not need to be overlwpuodiuld be
creative, and certainly did not need to involve detention. Sometiroesldt just require a phone

137 Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

138 Galriel Calvillo in discussion with the author.

B¥Bel ur et al, iA Systematic Review of the Effectiveness of t
140 Jessica Bishopnd Martha Martinein disaission with the authio

141 Galriel Calvillo in discussion with the author.

142 Jessica Bishop in discussion with the author

143 Jessica BishgpGalriel Calvillo, Hon. Daniel FloresEmily Fox, andMartha Martinez in discussion with the author.

144 Jessica Bishop and Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

145 Jessica Bishop, Hon. Daniel Flores, and Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.

146 Hon. Daniel Flores in discussion with the author
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call checking in with the participants, asking the participant to come in to visit their probation
officer more often, or community servit¥.

The degree to which violations are monitored
some alerts, such as device tampering, are automatic, probation officers have some choice over
what violations they receive and hdff Moreover, there is no sptotocol for the speed or

degree to which probation officers respond to violations. Participant case notes recorded several
instances of probation officers talking to youth or their paragtsitviolationsdays or a week
aftertheyhad occurred. One note even rdedahat a probation officer only realized that a

youth had taken off her ankle monitor while visiting the youth at her séttool.

According to interviews, the Sheriffdos Depart
electronic monitoring vendor ar®lh e r i f f 0 s offiDeFspr@mnitdr foreviolations and check

in with the participant when the violation has occurred based on the procedure for that level of
violation*° Alameda County Probation Departm@&rg v ,eTyledl Supervisionalso takes a

more active role in monitoring the devices, serving as the main monitor frorin 8:00 PM
MondaysFridays. Alameda probation officeatsoconductat-home check ins for youth, but for

their home supervision program, not electronic monii#

Detention

Several interviewees acknowledged that detentiongiffiergreatest security against recidivism
but thatthat security needs to be balanced with the wellbeing of the y&uttoreover, if the
needs of the youth are better met, that adoese for longterm rehabilitatiort>?

Other Detention Alternatives

Under he ERC andMNC HD programsyouth are not under formal JPD supervidiamniong
periods of timeduring the dayparticularly at night when the youth are most likely to engage in
problematic behavioDuring these times, parents are responsible for supervising thelybuth.

However, interviewees did underscore tyhadth in theEvening ReportingCenter pogramare

still formally superviedfor a large chunk of the day, and a chuwhkhe day after schod in
which adolescent misbehavior is commetDue to thepick-up and drop off service, youth are
directly accounted for from the time school ends until they are dropped off at night with their
caregiverg>®

147 Jessica Bishop, Gekl Calvillo, Hon. Daniel Flores, and Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.
148 Mila Baranov in discussion with the author.

149 JPD Participant Case Notes.

150 Michele Fishernd Alissa Riker in discussion with the author.

151 aura Chavez (Chief of Research and Evaluation, Alameda County Probation Department) in discussion with the author,
April 7, 2022.

152 Mila BaranovandGabriela Baybin discussion with the author.
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ERC daff wonder why their program is necessary if the youth is-dnsdlled inEM since they
seethERCO s pur pos e as yosthigakeady oriEM, theERCprofrantish e
redundant. It can be particul arwayorder®istr ati ng

The most common violation BRC s youth not showing up for the prograit repeated
absences will lead to program failure. Again, it is up to the probation officer and the juvenile
court judge to decide the consequences for any violatiopgogram failure->°

MNC H D anmsin enforcement of surveillance is having the pavsewcaregiveconfirm that the

youth is home with them. Whether theuthstays home after that, or what yeuth participated

in earlier that day, is left up to tlyeuth based on trusind parental guidand€’ The

enforcement capability of curfew calls has also been undermined with the loss of landline

phones, as case managers do not have the ability to ensure that the youth are at home if the youth
are answering aefi phone!®!

The most common violation ilne ERC programis youth not showing up for the prografit

repeated absences will lead to program failline most common violations MNC HD are

youth missing their curfew calls or going out after the curfew calls have beenthHde.
violation occurs, the program staff report th
it is up to the probation officer and the juvenile coudgje to decide the speed of the response as

well as any consequences for any violations or program fdfitire

157 valentina Sedeno in discussion with the author.
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Victim Perception

Key Findings

0 Victims see all three detention alternatives as less safe and punitive than detent

o Educating victims omletention alternatives and reason for-paomitive rehabilitation
can help to reduce frustratiavith decisions to release

o Knowing that a youth has been rel eac
with the court, depending on the victim.

Victim Perceptioni ncl udes victimsé reactionsJPDbDosh emo
mission includes the ensuring victims have opportunitydstoration. According to Deputy

Chief Michele Fisher of the Sheriffés Office,
pretrial period may also affect their decision to engage in the court proceedings.

Electronic Monitoring

According to Victim Advocate Gabriela Bayol, victims do not believe EM offers much in terms
of public safety. Victims have shared their concerns with her that the devices do not have much
power in preventing further criminal activity and that the deviceasy to remove. Bayol

noted that she often needs to explain what the program consists of to the victims, and that she
herself has a cursory understanding of the program.

Some victim frustration with the perceived leniency of the program stems frdeethmg that

the program is not punitive enough given the offense against the victim. Bayol shared that part of
the Victim Advocate role is also explaining that the purpose of juvenile justice is rehabilitation
rather than punishment as that focus betteres the community in the long run. Note that

pe0|%le who have been on electronic monitoring perceive it as more punitive than those who have
not16°

The public can be stressed when they find themselves in the vicinity of someone who might be
involved in criminal behavioiSeeing an electronic monitorimigviceon someone nearlygakes

the public feel unsafas those who have worn ankle monitoosicein thereactivebehavior of

those around thef?® Bayol remarked thaelling victims that a youth has been released can
cause unnecessary streAs.dress can manifest infzthysical health problems, minimizing stress
where possible is importafdr public safety*¢’

¥5Brjan Payne, David May, and Peter Wood, fAThe Pains of Elect
Pr i s@rimifabJudice Studie®7, no 2 (January 2014): 141.

166 Jessica BishopndHon. Daniel Flores in discussion with the author

¥'iStress Effects on the Body, 0 American Psychological Associ
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Concerngdhat the release aletained personsay discourage victims from taking part in legal
proceedingsame up in the literature review and one intervigiwWhile Bayol noted that some

victims may be less inclined to participate in the court proceedings if the youth is released, that
would likely be because they feel that they are natdgkstened té for instance, the judge may

have ruled against t he ¥inanedessdrigputoféegrofahet t o de
consequences of participating in the court proceedindact, Bayol prettted that hearing that

a youth is released would most likely inspire greater engagement in the process.

Detentionand Other DetentionAlternatives

Likely due to their limited understanding in nuances between programs, the public perception of
safety dosnot seem to vary much across detention alternatives. According to Bayolt what i
comes down to for victims is knowing whether the person is in or out of detention, tBbugh

might be seen as the most extreme of the detention altern&n@sing thatthe youthare

detained make victims feel safer.

Bayol shared that, if a youth is to be released, victims seem to be most assured of their safety
when the parentseento be actively engaged in the proceedings and demonstrate their
willingnesstoo er see the youthods progr®ss through the

168 Michele Fisherand Alissa Rikein discussion with the authdEr e z et al ., AGPS Monitoring Techn
Vi ol ence: An Evaluation Study, o ii
169 Gabriela Baybin discussion with the author.
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JPD Operations

Program Workload

o EM provides probation officers some insight into their youth, but less than the ot
detention alternativesind requires much more time frgrobation officers than the
other programs.

0 The electronic monitoring vendor, SCRAM, could better support JPD with this
program.

Measuring th@’rogram Workload illustrates how conducting the program fits in with the
department s ability to carry out its overal/l
about the work and technical ability required for this program highlighted the cost that electronic
monitoring programs can have on overall department operations.

Electronic Monitoring

Observing a y cEMcanbedp probadim afficersoget todkmow their clients, which
can be helpful for their ability to serve their clients. Supervising Probation Officers Mila
Baranov and Martha Martinez commented that_._._._._._ .. _ .. _ .. _ . _._._._.__
one may know that a youth is engaging in ! ] . ;
problematic behaviors like breakjcurfew or ; ¢ 2 Ko L LISNAR2Y &
going into bad areas, bEM data can help ! ability to monitor the whereabouts of our kid
start the conversation about why the youth is when they're breaking curfew to really see wh
doing it and how changes could be made. purpose the breaking of the curfew is servingé
it just to go out and hang out with their friendg
Is it spedically going to areas that We'ré
concerned about? Is it going to corners wh¢

However, fully carryng out the program as
would be most successful for the youth and

public safetyrequires greateffort on the part | specific gangs are known to congregate? Wht
of probationofficers It can be difficult for I NB GKS&K 2 KI icMHaN

themto, on a daily basis, contact or physically Baranov, Supervising Probation Offig

catch up with youtkvho have frequent ; i
charging, curfew, or stayaway violatioims =~ = =7 T Ti T T T T T s e '

addition to their other dutiegffectivelypr ogr ammi ng t he youthoés activ
locations and establishing communication processes with youth and the family can alleviate

some of this workload’ While JPDpreviouslyhad an employee specifically devotedEM,

that role was ended in lat®@21 due to the low number BM participants.’?

170 Martha Martinez in discussion with the author
171 Maria McKee (JPD Director of Research and Planning), notes to the author, March 16, 2022.
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Several deficiencies in the electronic monitoring vendor company, SCRAM of California, may
be undercutting the success of JPD operations. probation officenoted that SCRAM
employees are rarely in the offiamaking her wonder what service SCRAM realtpvides!’?
Moreover,whetherdue to communication errors between JPD or SCRARborrecord
keeping some ofS C R A MécardsareinaccurateAc cessi ng SCRAMoés full di
also be difficult.If the company collecting monitimg data cannot be relied up to correctly hold

and share that information, it undermines the entire progh#mie the contracted services are
likely very differen , t he Sheri ffoés Office staff reportec
Sentinelwho enrolls all participants, live monidevicesandoffersclient and probation

officer support for violations’®

OtherDetention Alternatives

TheJPD staff interviewed lauded the repdhat they receive for youth enrolled in the Evening
Reporting Center and Home Detention programs. They said the rppavided insight into the
yout h and t helVheyalsdndted thatitorepssertagenow that the youth is
checking in every day with someone and were home at Hight.

Additionally, a couple probation officers mentioned hBINC HD curfew calls can help to

build trust between case manager spa@msdnore he you
comfortable with sharing their concerns about the youth or any probation violations they see the
youth committing-7®

172 Jessica Bishoim discussion with the author.

173 Michele Fisher and Alissa Rikar discussion with the author.
174 Emily Foxand Martha Martinez in discussion with the author.
175 Jessica Bishom discussion with the author.

178 |bid.
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Recommendations

Based on théndingsoutline in the previous sectiprecommendationsrecategorized intdwo
areas: 1) Changes EM and2) Changes to Other Detention Alternativéthin changes to

EM, recommendations are broken down by whether they affect program design or program
implemenaton.

Program Design

l. Utilize a less conspicuous monitoring devices that requires less charging.

One of the largest shortcomingsKi¥l is thatthe size and visibility of the device hurts both the

youth and the publicThe stigma, however,fmo st def i ni t esssgryforthe usef ul
pur pose of %Ifthe depice weye lessndentifiable, the damaging stigma of being in

the program would lessen r e d u c negative iEfpact ey 0 u tpdrsorsl relationships and
engageentin prosocial activities such as school, work, and community programming.

Moreover,on the part of the general publigt knowing the criminal background of those

around them may reduce unnecessary stress.

A device with a better battery could greatly noye the effectiveness of monitoribg better

upholding public safety as well acreasingg out hs o abil ity to successf
program A larger window for charging would allow more opportunity for checking in with a

youth who is nothargngd whether intentionally or accidentaflyand ensuring their device

gets charged.fleDeputy Chiefofth&s h e r i f f, MisheleOFishernoted that sincher

d e p ar tdeveareqaies charging only every four day®ugh charging for one hour per

day is ecommendedind there are seveabintsfor checking in with the participarthere is

~

Anot a scenari o where somebody's device just

Nearly every person interviewed brought up the fact that in 2022, there must be a better
technological alternative by now ththe department could usand severgbossibilities were
identified by this evaluation.-Eell offers aGPStracking,tamperproof wrist watch that pairs

with a phoneGeofences can be set up, and probaiftioers woud have the ability to live

monitor the youth. The watch only requires 30 minutes of charging and lasts for up to 60 days.
Through thephoneapp, probation officers could also set up mandatory eheglat times and
frequencies of their choosing, and seondrt reminders. Alameda, whoapen to exploring
alternatives to an ankle monitgris considering this optiotf®

Additionally, several smartphor®sed monitoring progranssiould be consideredrdckTech
TRACKphone Telmate Guardian, Bl Mobile, and Outreach Smartphone Tech. All include GPS
tracking, options for communicating with the youth through the app, and the ability to send court

177 Mila Baranov, email to the author, May 4, 2022.
178 ] aura Chavez in discussion with the author.
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remindersThe participantoés proxi mity nseohoughtleei r phon
nature of the check ins and probation officer ability to choose the check ins varies by program.

Most explicitly include the ability to individually set up geofences and notification set@mgs.

even includes the ability for victims to betified if their alleged offender isear their location.

[I. Do Not Usefor YouthUnderAgel4

Due to the low success rates at this age and the severe trauma of the program, youth below the

age ofl4 should be ineligible for the prograr8tate law already settge detainment ahis
youngerpopulationof juvenilesas dstinct’® The city should sintarly weight he yount hds ag
their decision to releasnd use a less restrictive detention alternaBetween July 2018

December 2021, 25 EM episodes involved youth under agantithe majorityof these youth

were on it more than once before thegned 14

Given the difficulty of meetingeM conditionsdue toadolescent developmeiais well as the
stigma and harm that can come from participating and failing the program, JPD tslkeulgeat
caution in assigningM to youth over the age of 14 as well. Their ability to adhere to strict
conditions, based on their age, developmentnieg@bilities, or other information, should be
assessed anarified before placing them on EM rather than a less restrictive detention
alternative.

I1l. Create Clear Eligibility Criteria for Program Participation

Noting its restrictiveness and negatirgact on youth, many interviewees stressed the need to
ensure thaEM only be used when appropriate. Interviewees often notegdh#twho have

multiple offenses, are gasaffiliated, require strict stay away orders, and/or are getting into
trouble late at nightvere well suited to the program as the safety of a victim or the youth were at
risk. JPDand the courshould develop a formal predure for assessing the degree to which the
safety of a victim or the youth are at risk and a level at which the risk waEshtather than
another detention alternativehis could also help to alleviate disparities in detention decisions.

Both AlamedaCounty and Santa Clara County are currently working on improving their
assessment tools and moving away ffoousing on youthi r i is favor of strengths®®

Alameda Countmay be able to offer JPD good insight into how to establish these thresholds as
their currentassessment todraftincludesa score level thapecificallyrecommend home
supervision for youth scoring in the moderate raffge

179 San Francisco Juvenile Probation DepartmBata Deep Dive: JPD Detention Risk Instrument (DRI) Analygsié/hile
some juvenile offenses mandaietention, the state does not mandate detention for anyone under the age of 14

180 | aura Chaveand Holly Child in discussion with the author.

181 aura Chavein discussion with the author.
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IV. Program Length ShouldeéNerExcee®0 Days; 30 Days ShoulBe StandardVlaximum

Giventhe support of interviewedesr shorter program lengttend the facthataverage success
rates decreased after four weé¥the program should not extend pase monthexcept in
particular circumstanceshere the additional time is clearly expectegitd program success
Even if special circumstances warrant some extensitan 9 dayss met, the program is
clearly not working for the youtland other options should be pursugetween July 2018
December 2021, a little over 10%©BM episodes Isted for longer tha@0 daysOver 60%
exceeded 30 days.

If a youth is assigned to EM multiple times, the total time spent on the program should still never
exceed 90 days.

V. ProvideCBO Case Managesfor Everyone on Electronic Monitoring

WhenEM is used, it should be paired withse management to ensure thatyouthcanbuild
relationships with others arm connected to services that matodir interestsand that case
management should be albbecontinue after EM has been complefedeededAs described in
the findings, intervieweestatedthat such relationships are key for rehabilitating yotlito

JPD staff members, Emily Fox and Martha Martinez, underscored the importance of having
specific services integrated rather than just availabjgidgmante¢hat youth have easy, quick
access to needed services.

Moreover, case managers would alsomgfi@bation officerghe abilityto learn abouthe youth

on their caseloadnd to judge the suitability of EMVhile the other two detention alternatives

provide thorough reports on youth progress and acti&ity only providegrobation offices

datapohb s on the youthbés whereabouts and probatio

Many youth that are on EM araehdydualenrolled in the Home Detention program for case
management. However, the association of that case manager with probation supervision may
reduce tdngagemnentir thbservida.contrast, a case manager that is part of an

outside service provider, such as the Center of Juvenile and Criminal Justice Detention Diversion
Advocacy Program, may be seen with more trust.

182See Appendix | for details.
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Program Implementation

VI. Designate a Person to Monitor EM Data

In order toassure proper monitorization of EM devicdBD needs to have a designgiedson
for monitoring the devices at all times. This couldudélled by recreating a staff role
designatedo EM, adding greatevendor duties, or a combination teef. This would
additionally help probation officers by reducing their workload of the program and allowing
them to focus on their essential duties. Untdper monitoring can be assured, the progdoes
not serve its purpose

VII. Enhance Data Collection

JPD should take more care in how it records program dates and program outcomes, as their

current data system sometimes conflicted with case notes. SCRAM cannot be relied up to

provide thisdata both due to their data inaccuracies and standard of only keeping information on

a youthés | atest EM episode. Moreover, JPD sh
for EM failure is failure to adhere to program conditions, cutting off tivécder absconding, or
committing a new offense, as well as track whether reincarceration, another program or

placement, or another attempt at EM followed that failure. This enhancement in data collection

would allow JPD to more regularly evaluate the paogand quickly see big picture youth and

public safety outcomes. This collection could be part of the responsibility of the newly appointed
monitoring role.

VIII. Formalize Meaningful ResponsesiamgramViolations

The apparent lack of response to atans, the great amount of discretion in responses, and the
slow speed at which responses ocoust be remedied with a standardizedlation response

policy. These responsés not need to be a sanction or punishment, but should demonstrate to
theyouth that someone is paying attentiod @nd cares abodtthey o ut h 6 sSuéhat i ons .
policy would better support public safety and the kergn rehabilitation o§PD-involved youth
Moreover, hecurrentlack of standardization could be unfair to youshagell as make the

program conditions less clear to the yotRtobation officer discretion could still be allowed, as

they best know the youth and their motivations, but a standard dbeulskdn the large

majority of cases.

Other California countiesould serve as possible models for how JPD could structure responses.
Glenn County has a graduated protazfotonsequencdsr different violations'®3 Recognizing
thatfearly intervention cansually get a youth back on tragiSanta Clararrange<CFT

meetings foyouth that hae nonlaw violations!84 For instance, if a youth spends over 5 hours

in unauthorized locationsvhether due to a stayaway or curfew, that automatically leads to a
CFT meeting to chedk onhow youth could be better supportéel.

BCoen et a lMonitdrikglofYouthrinahe California Juvenile Justice System, 5.
184 Holly Child, emailto the author, May 9, 2022.
185 Holly Child in discussion with the author.
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IX. Use Days on Electronic Monitoring as Credits for Time Served

Due to the trauma and burden of being on the device, as well as the intention that this program
facilitate rehabilitatiorby allowing youth to return to their communitig¢ise amount of the a

youth spedson EM should count as part of any sentence they receive. Thougbantcipants

may underestimate the punitive naturd&eM, theprogram is highly restrictive and can be
distressingso youthdeserve credit for that tim€urrently, n San Franciscuvenile casesthe
amount of time ofEM does not count toward time senaall.

The need forecognizing time spent on electronic monitoring as time sdrasdlready been

noted on the statevel, and indeed pending state legislation may mandate this soon anyway.

However, regardless of the outcome of that legislation, San Francisco should make the effort to

adopt this policyas soonas possible The San Franci sco6sdodder i ff 6s
this policy for its electronic monitoring prograi.

186 Michele Fisher and Alissa Riker discussion with the author.
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X. DevelopOut-of-County Detention Alternatives

The currennhearblanketuse ofEM for outof-county youth that are released from detention
should be ended @uo the trauma of the prograamd the great potential for reidening As
150 youthfrom Alameda County an#l15 youth fromContra Cost&ountywere involved with
JPD between July 2018 and December 2621PD should build out thegfetention alternatives
for youth from these counties to ensure tmmany youthunddPDd s super vi si on ha
to lessrestrictive interventiogas is feasible.

Partnershipsvith sister agenciesr communitybased orgamationsin these countiesould serve
as great resources for identifying and developing possible options.

XlI. Expand the Evening Reporting Cerfigogram

The Evening Reporting Center offers the services that most interviewees felt would be most
constructive for these youths; howewseekend services as well as additional center locations
could better support youth

Currently,ERConly operates Mondalriday, which leaves the youth without any prosocial
activities or supervision scheduled for the weekends. [&bksof youthoversighton the
weekend contributes to duahroliment betweethis programwith EM and/or home detention
and duaknrollment can be overwhelming to yodt#iMoreoverweekend hoursiould open up
a safdocationduring that timegor youth who do not feel safe at home or wardvoid peers
that encourage delinquent behavibine former EM participartielieves that yotitin San
Francisco would appreciate having such a place to go.

As safety concerns either about the location or about concurrent participation betaeen riv
youth currently inhibit participation of some youth in the program, having additional programs in
other parts of the city may improve youth safety as well as eligibility for this program. Currently,
use of this program is low, but greater accessibility of the pradgvath die tolocation and
decreasedverlap between rival participantss well as lesgeliance orEM if weekend oversight

can be assuraday increase the need for the program.

Young Community Developetsasindicated thatt is open tcadaptingthe program to serve the
need of JPd and particularlyneeds of justicéenvolvedyouth and their familiesso the
community partner may be open to these program chafijEsese changesould require
additional funding as YCD does not currently have the capacity to offer weekend s&fvices.

187 Datesetcompiled by author.

188 \/alentina Sedenm discussion with thauthor.
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Areas for FurtherResearch

Determination of Reason for Racial Disparities

Due to the small number of EM participants, this evaluation was only able to compile descriptive
statistics rather than determine causal inference for racial disparities in the program. However,
the history of racism in the U.S. justice system, the tratliaiacan be inflicted by this program,
and Jdéhindnsent to racial equityecessitate further investigation into and eradication of

the cause of these disparities.

Exploration of Electronic Monitoring Particip

The case notes of EM paipants could be used to count the frequency and typeromon

program violations as well as note the consequences of those violations. Moreover, the case
notes include some insight into participants?©o
While these notes are not complete, a@pth review of these notes would provide a more

complete view of the impact of this program on youth wellbeing. Due to the time constraints of

this evaluations, such a review was not possible for this evaluation.

Repetiion of Evaluation

JPD should continue to evaluate EM. The possible negative effects of this program necessitate
careful program planning, and effective public policy should be based on quality research.
Moreover, the effects of the pandemic and any implaed recommendations from this

evaluation could havenpredictedamifications for the effectiveness of the program. If JPD
improves their data tracking of the program, regular evaluation should not be a heavy lift.

Investigatethe Possibility of a Grougdiome Alternative to Electronic Monitoring

Theformer EM participant strongly recommended that JPD offer a group home alternative to
EM for would-be participants whose home environments are stressful or dangerous and/or find
the stigma particularly painfuBecause the youth would still be monitored at all tidnegher

while at the group home or while in an approved acivitlyis alternative would assure the same
level of public safety as the electronic monitoring device does.

However, removing youth frortineir homes can be counterproductive for kbeign

rehabilitation, and some group homes mirror detention setffh§ame interviewees also noted
that current group home settings do not offer substantial services to'SfoMitititionally, the

Close Juvenile Hall Working Group decried the high failure rates and poor culture competency
of existing group homes in its final repo#t.

Given these mixed findingdPD should investigate the viability of this option.

191 Gustavo Santana, Michelle Santiago, and Valentina Sedeno in discussion with the author.
192 Emily Fox in discussion with the author.
¥Cl ose Juvenile Hall Working Group, #fAFinal Report, o 78.
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Conclusion

When it is the only alternative to detention possiliie, $an Franciscéuvenile Probation
Department 6s el ect rofters some bamefits td youthi linppvides thee gauth m
greatetdiberty, fosters their safety, and may serve as a needed eragsedut of udesirable
activities. Moreover, EMappears tdetter serve youth thanostelectronic monitoringgrograms

in California However,EM inflicts harmon participants anthadequately uphokpublic safety
demanding reevaluation of how awtien the program will be usadoving forward

The main harms to youth stem from the stigma of participation, the diffictiirogram

requirements, and the continued,albessened relative to detentidoss of liberty A less

identifiable devicerequiring less chargingge restrictionandtime limits for participation, and

more clearly enumerated criteria for participation would better shield justiobsed youth

from unnecessary harm. Moreover, a case manag
services and abtlf to complete the program. It is also important that San Francisco recognize at

an institutional level thbardship of EM byrovidingadjudicated/outh credit for time served.

EM, as well as the other detention alternatives, largely perpetuates the racidnand et
disparities of detention. Such disparities, though common to criminal justice departments across
the countrycannot be allowed to persist

Regardingpublic safetyEM may increase recidivism wheised instead afetention and
decrease recidivismvhenused instead of release without EINbwever the effect was not
statistically significant for most recidivism typestime periodsneasured. Moreoveany
differencesin recidivism must be weighed against the benefits less restrictive intervention to
youth, which likely helps recidivism in the long run.

The biggest threat to public safety this evaluatmmdis the lack of speedy or consistent
responses to program vidtas. If the noted behavior is nabticed andaddressed appropriately
with the youth, any poor behavior may continue or escdiiewould improvewith a
designated persanonitoring violations as well as a standard proceduraddressing

violations Unlesshis shortcoming is resolvethis program isiot upholding public safety as it
should, and is therefore only a punitive measure for youth

Changes t&M could alsdbetter aidprobation officersn sening San Francisco. WhilEM
reports do provide probation officers some insighd theiryouth,assigning the youth to
another detention alternative or ensuringase managéor all EM participantsvould provide
probation officersnore indepth informatiorwhile ako freeing ugime for other duties

It is important that JPD succeed in its efforts to minimize the detention of youth in San
FranciscoDue to the harm it inflicts upon youth, EdAmot bethe meando decarcerationn
San Franciscdoutmay be an interim solutiomntil a better alternativis developedBy
following the recommendations shared in tt@gort JPD couldninimize thepairs ofthe
program whileEM exists J P Dpdirity, however, should be explorimgnd developingther
options for detention alternatives that viié less harmful tgouth.
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Appendices

Appendix |I: EM Descriptive Statistics

Overview

Episodes

447

Unigue Youth

288

Average Episodes Per Youth 1.55

Maximum Occurrences Per Yout| 6

Program Length

Episode Length

Average Episode Length

54 Days

Median Episode Length

37 days

Maximum Episode Length

342Days

80 100

60

Number of Enrollments
40

Total Time on EM Per Youth

Average Time on EM

83.9 Days

Median Time on EM

56 Days

Maximum Time on EM

404 Days

Program Length
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Success Rate

Overall

55%

First Episode | 62.8%

By Age, Overall

Age | Youth | Success

Rate

<14 | 25 12.0%

14 | 47 34.0%

15 |75 41.3%

16 | 106 53.8%

17 133 66.2%

18+ | 36 83.6%

By Episode Length

By Age, First Episode

Age Youth | Success

Rate

<14 13 7.7%

14 35 40.0%

15 40 47.5%

16 71 66.2%

17 82 70.7%

18+ 16 89.4%

Program Youth | Success

Length Rate
Under 1 week | 25 44%
1-2 weeks 43 27.9%
2-4 weeks 91 49.5%
4-6 weeks 94 64.9%
6-8 weeks 45 62.2%
8-12 weeks 74 59.5%
Over 12 weeks| 75 60.0%
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Nearest Neighbor Match Model Findings

Findings,Cont r ol |l i ng For ,HMaohestOiféhse aldd Dearlogra®lice r e

Electronic Monitoring vs. Detention

Occurs
Recidivism | Time | Pop. | Matched | Estimate of|  Std. z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period | Avg. Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. | .175 225 .164 131 | 1.26 | .208 | -.092| .422
Referral | 1 year| .245 315 213 128 | 1.66 | .096* | -.038| .463
New 6 mo. | .142 170 169 A26 | 1.34 A8 | -.078| .416
Offense | 1year| .206 .261 216 A22 | 1.77 | .O77** | -.023| .456
Referral-> | 6 mo. | .063 101 .074 101 .73 467 | -.125| .272
Petition lyear| .119 191 .169 099 | 1.71|.088* | .025| .362
Count
Recidivism | Time | Pop. | Matched| Estimate off  Std. z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period | Avg. Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. | .267 .352 .136 .166 .82 414 | -.190| .462
Referral | 1year| .512 .692 .642 311 | 2.07 | .039* | .033 | 1.252
New 6 mo. | .227 271 .090 74 52 .605 | -.251| .430
Offense | 1year| .440 596 461 331 | 1.39| .164 | -.187| 1.108
Referral-> | 6 mo. | .089 141 .107 123 .87 | .384 | -.134| .349
Petition 1year| .238 .384 408 .201 | 2.03 | .043* | .014 | .803
Covariance Balance Checks
6 Months After Arrest 1 Year After Arrest
Obs. = 71, EM = 1@Detained = 55, Obs. =52, EM = 11, Detained =1,
Matches = 16 Matches =11
Standardized Variance Ratio Standardized Variance Ratio
Differences Differences
Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched
Risk Level -.162 0 671 1 .011 0 .593 1
Highest Offense | -.070 -.327 762 4.61 -.457 -395 | 4.22 4.60
Age .092 -.057 722 1.56 .320 -.099 .781 1.45
Gender .240 0 773 1 .308 0 737 1
African American| .034 0 1.04 1 -.045 0 1.1 1
or Black
AAPI .108 0 1.39 1 -.022 0 1.01 1
Hispanic -.159 0 .841 1 -.093 0 1.28 1
White 172 0 1.70 1 .063 0 1.31 1
194+ indicates statistical significance at 95% CI. ** indécsastatistical significance at 90% CI.
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Electronic Monitoring vsRelease

Occurs
Recidivism | Time | Pop. | Matched | Estimate off  Std. Z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period | Avg. Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. | .156 254 -.0831 .089 | -94 | .348 | -.257 | .090
Referral | 1year| .204 .389 -.192 102 | -1.89] .059** | -.391 | .007
New 6 mo. | .145 242 -.083 089 | -94 | .348 | -.257 | .090
Offense | 1year| .193 315 -.192 102 | -1.89] .059** | -.391 | .007
Referral-> | 6 mo. | .090 179 -.078 085 | -92 | .358 | -.244 | .088
Petition | 1year| .121 237 -.139 123 [ -1.13] .258 | -.308 | .102
Count
Recidivism | Time | Pop. | Matched| Estimate of| Std. z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period | Avg. Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. | .302 492 -.125 160 | -.78 | .433 -.439 |.188
Referral | 1year| .542 901 -.617 A37 | -1.41| 158 | -1.474 | .240
New 6 mo. | .283 408 -.188 168 | -1.12| .264 -.518 | .142
Offense | 1year| .496 .823 -.702 408 | -1.72| .085** | -1.501 | .097
Referral-> | 6 mo. | .179 .324 -.178 A52 | -1.17| 241 -477 1.120
Petition | 1year| .304 537 -.601 376 | -1.60| .110 | -1.377 | .136

Covariance Balance Checks

6 Months After Arrest 1 Year After Arrest
Obs. =354, EM = 16,Releasd =338 | Obs. =272, EM = 11, Released 261,
Matches = 16 Matches =11
Standardized Variance Ratio Standardized Variance Ratio
Differences Differences
Raw | Matched] Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched
Risk Level .639 0 1.01 1 .881 0 .830 1
Highest Offense | .704 .081 .230 1.05 .538 .037 .296 1.03
Age .299 .053 .613 1.12 430 0 .554 1
Gender .245 0 .782 1 .246 0 .796 1
African American| .188 0 1.05 1 .267 0 1.01 1
or Black
AAPI .047 0 1.19 1 -.054 0 .946 1
Hispanic -.290 0 .753 1 -.271 0 778 1
White 224 0 2.09 1 .156 0 1.91 1
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Nearest Neighbor Match ModelFindings Robustness Checks

While the previous set of covariates were chasaefully identified as the best optitor the

model used in this evaluation, two other iterations of the nearest neighbor model were run with

different sets of covariates to check the robustness éfiegs. The output of these models

can be found below.

Findings, Controlling For Risk Score and Highest Offense

Due to the racial and residencies disparities in EM use as well as the significant difference in
program success by age, controlling foryomsk score and highest offense was ruled out for the

evaluationmodel die to its greater likelihood of bias

Electronic Monitoring vs. Detention

Occurs
Recidivism | Time | Matched | Estimate of] Std. y4 P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. 225 .075 110 .69 493| -.140| .290
Referral 1 year 315 .050 .107 A7 .638| -.159 .260
New 6 mo. 170 152 07| 141 57| -.059| .363
Offense 1 year .261 127 105 1.21 .226| -.079| .333
Referral-> | 6 mo. 101 104 .096| 1.09 276| -.083| .292
Petition 1 year 191 135 A101| 1.34] .180] -.063| .333
Count
Recidivism | Time | Matched | Estimate off Std. z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. .352 .188 A71| 110 271 -.147 522
Referral 1 year .692 472 .289| 1.63 102 -.094| 1.039
New 6 mo. 271 .233 143| 1.63 02| -.047 513
Offense 1 year .596 .345 .258| 1.34] .181| -.161 .852
Referral-> | 6 mo. 141 214 11| 1.93] .053** | -.003 431
Petition 1 year .385 331 A73] 1.92] .055* | -.007 .670

Covariance Balanc€hecks

6 Months After Arrest

1 Year After Arrest

Obs. =71, EM = 16, Detained = 55

Obs. =52, EM = 11, Detained 21,

Matches = 16 Matches =11
Standardized Variance Ratio Standardized Variance Ratio
Differences Differences
Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched
Risk Level -.162 0 671 1 .011 -.183 .593 1.45
Highest Offense | -.070 -.149 762 1.83 -.457 0 4.22 1.05
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Electronic Monitoring vs. Release

Occurs
Recidivism | Time | Matched | Estimate of| Std. z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. .254 -.044 .087| -50 .616| -.215| .127
Referral 1 year .329 -.102 .092] -1.10 271 -283| .079
New 6 mo. 242 -.030 .087| -.034 736 -.201| .142
Offense 1 year .315 -.088 .092] -95 342 -.269| .093
Referral-> | 6 mo. 179 -.069 .079| -.88 379 -.224| .085
Petition 1 year 237 -.067 .098| -.69 491 -259| 124
Count
Recidivism | Time | Matched | Estimate of| Std. Z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. 492 -.279 177 -1.58 115 -.627| .068
Referral 1 year 901 -.537 239| -2.25| .024*| -1.005| -.069
New 6 mo. 467 -.310 ,140| -2.21| .027* -.582| -.035
Offense 1 year .823 -.647 .207| -3.13| .002* -1.05| .242
Referral-> | 6 mo. .325 -1.51 119 -1.28 .202 -.384| .081
Petition 1 year .537 -.322 226| -1.42 154 -764| 121

Covariance Balance Checks

6 Months After Arrest

1 Year After Arrest

Obs. =354 EM = 16,Releagd =338,

Obs. =272 EM = 11, Released 261,

Matches = 16 Matches =11
Standardized Variance Ratio Standardized Variance Ratio
Differences Differences
Raw | Matched] Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched
Risk Level .639 0 1.01 1 .881 0 .830 1
Highest Offense | .704 -.007 .230 1.05 .538 -.009 .296 1.05
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Controlling For Risk Score, Highest OffensePemographics, and Pre or PostCOVID

While use of EM did change after the pandemic began, this nearest neighbor iteration was not
able to maintairas good a level of balance between the treatment and control group, causing this
iteration to also be ruled out for the model.

Electronic Monitoing vs. Detention

Occurs
Recidivism | Time | Matched | Estimate of| Std. z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. .225 .139 123 1.13 .257| -.102 .380
Referral 1 year .315 .187 .120| 1.56 .119| -.048 422
New 6 mo. .170 .233 21| 1.92]| .055** | -.005 471
Offense 1 year .261 .280 123 2.28| .023*| .039 521
Referral-> | 6 mo. 101 124 109 1.14 .256| -.090 .338
Petition 1 year 191 .219 112 1.96| .050*| .000 438
Count
Recidivism | Time | Matched| Estimate of, Std. y4 P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. .352 .204 .206 .99 .323| -.200 .607
Referral 1 year .692 .618 243| 2.54| .011*| .142| 1.094
New 6 mo. 271 .159 176 .91 .364| -.185 .504
Offense 1 year .596 436 .166| 2.63| .008*| .111 761
Referral-> | 6 mo. 141 142 .142| 1.00 .317| -.136 421
Petition 1 year .385 174 .220 .79 429| -.257 .604
Covariance Balance Checks
6 Months After Arrest 1 Year After Arrest
Obs. =71, EM = 16, Detained =55, Obs. =52, EM = 11, Detained =1,
Matches = 16 Matches =11
Standardized Variance Ratio Standardized Variance Ratio
Differences Differences
Raw | Matched] Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched
Risk Level -.162 0 671 .920 .011 .159 .593 .8
Highest Offense | -.070 -.360 762 4.10 -.457 -.395 4.22 4.60
Age .092 -.057 722 1.56 .320 -.099 .781 1.45
Gender .240 0 773 1 .308 0 737 1
African American| .034 -.123 1.04 1.05 -.045 0 1.10 1
or Black
AAPI .108 .209 1.39 1.87 -.022 0 1.01 1
Hispanic -.159 0 .841 1 -.093 0 1.28 1
White 72 0 1.70 1 .063 0 1.31 1
PostCOVID .687 .282 4.36 1.41 526 462 3.14 2.4
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Electronic Monitoring vs. Release

Occurs
Recidivism | Time | Matched | Estimate of| Std. z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. .254 -.198 22| -1.62 105 -.438| .041
Referral 1 year .329 -.270 122| -2.22| .026*| -.508| -.032
New 6 mo. 242 -.198 22| -1.62 105 -.438| .041
Offense 1 year .315 -.270 22| -2.22| .026*| -.508| -.032
Referral-> | 6 mo. 179 -.185 12| -1.66].098** | -.405| .034
Petition 1 year 237 -.210 135] -1.56 120| -.474| .054
Count
Recidivism | Time | Matched | Estimate of| Std. Z P>|z| 95% Con.
Type Period Avg. EM Effect | Error Interval
Any 6 mo. 492 -.210 213 -.99 324 -.627| .207
Referral 1 year .901 -.738 425 -1.74| .083** | -1.572| .095
New 6 mo. 467 -.272 199 -1.37 170 -.662| .117
Offense 1 year .823 -.811 406| -2.00| .046*| -1.607| -.014
Referral-> | 6 mo. .325 -.227 .175] -1.30 193 -569| .115
Petition 1 year 537 -.361 205 -1.76 | .078* -.763| .040

Covariance Balance Checks

6 Months After Arrest 1 Year After Arrest
Obs. =354 EM = 16,Releasd =338 | Obs. =272 EM = 11, Released 261,
Matches = 16 Matches =11
Standardized Variance Ratio Standardized VarianceRatio
Differences Differences
Raw | Matched] Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched| Raw | Matched
Risk Level .639 .0 1.01 1 .881 0 .830 1
Highest Offense | .704 .049 .230 .56 .538 .185 .296 448
Age .299 -.077 .613 1.16 430 .053 554 1.10
Gender .245 0 .782 1 .246 0 .796 1
African American | .188 0 1.05 1 .267 0 1.01 1
or Black
AAPI .047 0 1.19 1 -.054 0 .946 1
Hispanic -.290 0 .753 1 -.271 0 778 1
White .224 0 2.09 1 .156 0 1.91 1
PostCOVID 407 0 1.88 1 .516 .208 3.07 1.33
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A probit regression was used to identify how risk level, highest offense, gender, residency status,
age, referral data relative to the pandemic, andirdiceenced the decision to release, release
with EM, or deain a youth after their first referral to JPD.

Likelihood of Detention after First Offense (Compared to Release with or without EM) (N = 479)

Coefficient| SE Y4 P>|z| 95% Confidence Interva
Risk Level .245 129 5.2 .000* 419 923
HighestOffense .029 .008 3.5 .000* .013 .045
Gender .044 .187 .23 .815 -.323 411
SF Residency -.757 A71 -4.44 .000* -1.09 -.423
Age At Arrest .148 .059 251 .012* .0 .264
After COVID -A22 .254 -1.66 .096** -.919 .075
African American -.245 .480 -.51 .610 -1.18 .696
AAPI -.045 530 -.09 .932 -1.08 993
Latino/a orHispanic -.396 4R -.80 421 -1.36 .569
White .090 548 .16 .870 -.984 116
_cons -4.977 1.24 -4.00 .000 -7.41 -2.A

*Youth of other races were the omitted variable for the racestimuicity category

Likelihood ofRelease withleM after First Offense Compared to Detention (N = 87)

Coefficient| SE Z P>|z| 95% Confidence Interva
Risk Level -.212 2% -.83 404 -7.10 .286
Highest Offense .04 .020 .20 841 -.03%6 .044
Gender 343 401 .85 .38 -.444 1.13
SF Residency 141 .359 .39 .696 -.564 .845
Age At Arrest -.05% 129 -43 .670 -.309 198
After COVID 1.12 407 2.76 .006* .326 1.92
African American 221 .598 .38 705 -.945 1.40
AAPI .210 764 27 .784 -1.29 1.71
Latino/a orHispanic 194 .608 .32 749 -.998 139
_cons -.708 2.58 -.27 T84 -5.76 4.35

*White race was the omittedariable for the race and ethnicity category

Likelihood ofRelease withleM after First Offense Compared to Relesg¢ighout(N = 396)

Coefficient| SE Z P>|z| 95% Confidence Interva
Risk Level 472 210 2.25 025 .060 .883
Highest Offense .033 .014 2.26 024 .004 .061
Gender .300 .323 .93 .353 -.332 .932
SF Residency -.510 .240 -2.12 .034 -.098 -.039
Age AtArrest 129 .090 1.43 152 -.048 .306
After COVID 731 271 2.69 .007 199 1.26
African American -.342 453 -.75 451 -1.23 547
AAPI -.350 561 -.62 .532 -1.45 749
Latino/a orHispanic -.475 457 -1.04 .298 -1.37 420
_cons -5.745 1.89 -3.03 .002 -9.45 -2.03

*White race was the omittedariablefor the race and ethnicity category
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Appendix V. Factors PredictingEM Program Outcome Results

The findings for the OLS regression of gender, age, race and ethnicity, episode number, and
episode length on program length are below:

ProgramOQutcomg(N = 422)

Coefficient SE t P>[| 95% Confidence Interva
Gender .074 .057 1.30 .194 -.038 .186
Age .106 .017 6.39 .000* .073 139
African American -.015 133 =11 .910 -.276 .245
AAPI -.068 .153 -.44 .657 -.368 232
Latino/a orHispanic .075 .136 .55 .582 -.192 .342
White -.015 .167 -.09 .929 -.344 314
Episode Number -.092 .026 -3.61 .000* -.143 -.042
Episodelength .001 .000 2.55 .001* .000 .002
_cons -1.14 .299 -3.81 .000 -1.73 -.5652

*Youth of other races were the omitted variable for the race and ethnicity category

64



of Californiads dad the lasik episodeacEM per persos,ttheudh tleere! y
were three exceptions of people haviEBM doub
though itlacked 26 sealed record episodbsit wereincluded n t he SCRAM dat a.
containedl61episodes oEM that were not included in SCRAM due to being earlier episodes

for a given person. Additionally, three people, each with one listed episoddisiezten the

JPD data that were not included in the SCRAM data at all.

SCRAM of Cali EMpmo@riamd@arrat ioani pati on and JPDO
on
| e
J |

Additionally, each party collected slightly different informatfon their recordsThe sealed
records in the SCRAM data set did not include demographic information nor any intermati
about the referral or criminal offense that led to the order of electronic monitBenguse of
this, these records were only used for calculating overall success rates and episode length
summary statisticsit the same timeonly the SCRAM dataseteerded the reason for program
failure, so any episodes listed only in the JPD data lacked this information. Therefssmtile
sizesfor differentstatisticsvary based on the availability of data for each of the compiled
observations.

Additionally, there were slight variations in episode records between the two dataéts. In

cases, the JPD and SCRAM data contained similar episodes where either a start date, end date, or
both varied Additionally, on occasion, the JPD data listed &M episodegshat covered the

same time period represented by one episode in the SCRAMMaae discrepancies occurred,

the actual episode dates dndakswvere confirmed using P Dpasr t i ci pant s case |
the case notes could not clarify the débte JPD data was used as it was slightly more often
correctaccording to the participant not€3ne observation showing a negatemsode length

was dropped as the dates could not be veriA@ditionally, some names were spelled

differently in the dadbases.

I n all, the SCRAM data contained 283 instance
entries were matched between the data sources based on the dates of the episodes, and any
unmatched entriés 26 from SCRAM and 164 from JEDwere still includedo ensure no cases

were overlooked. This led to a total of 447 Episodescross 288 youth for the time period of

July 2018/ December 2021.
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Mila Baranov
Supervising’robation Officer, San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department

Jessica Bishop

Deputy Probation Officer/CFT Facilitator, San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department
Emily Fox

Community Partnership & Strategy Coordinator, San Francisco Juvenile Probation
Department

Martha Martinez
Supervising Probation Officer, San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department

Wider San Francisco Community Serving Justiosmlved Youth

Anonymous
Former EM Participant

Gabriela Bayol
Victim Advocate, Victim Servic&svision, Office of District Attorney Chesa Boudin

Hon. Daniel Flores
Judge, San Francisco Superior Court

Gustavo Santana
Site Coordinator, Mission Neighborhood Centers

Michelle Santiago
Home Detention Program Case Manager, Mission Neighborl@sders

Valentina Sedeno
ReEntry Services Program Manager, Young Community Developers, Inc.
Staff at Other Local Departments with Electronic Monitoring Programs

Galriel Calvillo
Former Supervising Probation Officer, San Francisco Adult Probation Depattme

Laura Chavez
Chief of Research and Evaluation, Alameda County Probation Department

Holly Child
Director of Research and Development, Santa Clara County Probation Department

Michele Fisher
Chief Deputy, San Francisco Sheriffds Office

Alissa Riker
Directr of Programs, San Francisco Sheriffds Of
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Director, Samuelson Law, Technology and Public Policy Clinic, University of California,
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Vice Provost for Academic Affairs, Qrbminion University
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